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Foreword. 


(Concluded.) 


On October 22, 1934, the United Lutheran Church of America, 
in convention assembled at Savannah, Ga., unanimously and enthusi- 
astically adopted a series of “Resolutions on Lutheran Church Unity,” 
showing reasons “in favor of negotiations with other Lutheran synods 
for unity of influence.” (Lutheran, Nov. 1, 1934, p. 1.) 

The chief reason why the Savannah resolutions favor a union of 
all Lutheran bodies in America is expressed in the following words: 
“We rejoice that the Lutheran church-bodies in America have held 
unwaveringly to the faith of the Church set forth in its historic 
Confessions and that all of them, by official declarations, have recorded 
their sincere purpose to continue in their loyalty to this faith... . 
Inasmuch as our now separated Lutheran church-bodies all subscribe 
these same Confessions, it is our sincere belief that we already possess 
a firm basis on which to unite in one Lutheran Church in America 
and that there is no doctrinal reason why such a union should not 
come to pass.” The Lutheran church-bodies in America have held 
unwaveringly to the faith of the Church, we are told. Would to God 
that this had been the case or were the case to-day. If all Lutheran 
bodies had in doctrine and practise held unwaveringly to the faith 
of the Church, to God’s Word and our Lutheran Confessions, then 
there would have been not the slightest excuse for refusing to acknowl- 
edge one another as brethren, for failing to cooperate, for maintaining 
a state of opposition or even separation. And as soon as the whole 
Lutheran Church in America unwaveringly follows the faith of our 
Church in doctrine and practise, the refusal of any individual or 
congregation or synod to establish and maintain fraternal relations 
with all other Lutherans or Lutheran congregations and synods would 
be tantamount to disobedience to God’s clear will, Eph. 4, 4, and would 
lay them open to the charge of needless offense, unjustifiable waste of 
money and men, senseless opposition, sinful separatism. The ques- 
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tion is: Have all Lutheran Church bodies unwaveringly held to the 
faith of our Church? More important still: Do they at the present 
time adhere in doctrine and practise to the standards laid down in 
the Bible and the Confessions of the Lutheran Church? Let the facts 
speak for themselves. 

We rejoice that conditions in the Lutheran Church in America 
are much better than they were 150, 100, 80 years ago. In 1792 the 
Pennsylvania Synod adopted a constitution in which the Lutheran 
Confessions were not even mentioned. When, on October 22, 1820, 
the General Synod of the Ev. Luth. Church in the United States of 
America was organized, the constitution did not so much as name the 
confessional writings or the Bible; but it was synod (the general 
body) to which was given the right of approval and proposal to its 
constituent synods of such books as catechisms, liturgies, hymn-books, 
and creedal confessions. The constituent synods were expected to 
“duly heed a proposal of this kind” or give their reasons to the next 
General Synod for not heeding it. (Kraushaar, Verfassungsformen, 
reprints the entire constitution, p. 438 ff.) As late as 1855 Dr. S. 
Schmucker argued that this section of the constitution gave him the 
right to substitute the Definite Platform for the Augsburg Confession. 
Only in 1864 were the twenty-one doctrinal articles of the Augustana 
adopted by the General Synod. — We rejoice that in 1934 all the Lu- 
theran church-bodies in America have subscribed to the confessional 
writings of the Lutheran Church and, officially at least, regard sub- 
scription of these confessions as one of the earmarks of Lutheranism. 
That is indeed a great step forward. But our joy is mingled with 
sorrow as soon as the question arises: Are the Confessions, is the 
Bible, actually applied as the norm of doctrine and practise in all 
the Lutheran church-bodies in America? Subscribing to the Symbol- 
ical Books is necessary of course; but is the mere subscription sufi- 
cient to make one a faithful, loyal Lutheran? Does not loyal Luther- 
anism involve that these Confessions be made the standard and norm 
for the doctrine and practise of the individual, the congregation, 
the church-body, that are subscribing? Sincerity and honesty cer- 
tainly demand this; else why subscribe at all? Why, then, was it 
found necessary or deemed expedient to add to the paragraph of the 
Savannah Resolutions recognizing as Lutherans all such Christian 
groups as accept Scripture as the norm “by which all doctrines are 
to be judged and who sincerely receive the historic Confessions of 
the Lutheran Church (especially the Unaltered Augsburg Confession 
and Luther’s Small Catechism)” the words “as a witness of the truth 
and a presentation of the correct understanding of our predecessors”? 
While Holy Scripture is the norma normans of Christian teaching, 
why not place the Confessions next to Scripture, alongside of it, 
as the norma normata, whereby Lutheran doctrine and practise are 
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to be judged? Why, above all, add another paragraph stating: “We 
believe that these Confessions are to be interpreted in their his- 
torical context, not as a law or as a system of theology, but as ‘a wit- 
ness and declaration of faith as to how the Holy Scriptures were 
understood and explained on the matters in controversy within the 
Church of God by those who then lived’ (Formula of Concord, Part I, 
Introd., ed. Jacobs, p. 492)” ? 

We confess we are at a loss how properly to understand, and cor- 
rectly to interpret, these words. We are told that the Confessions are 
“a witness of the truth” and that “we set up no other standards or 
tests of Lutheranism apart from them or alongside of them” (the Bible 
and the Confessions). In the same breath we are told that these Con- 
fessions are not to be regarded “as a law or as a system of theology,” 
but merely as a true and reliable historical document of the doctrine 
and practise of sixteenth-century Lutherans. I dare say in this sense 
any Modernist or Liberalist would willingly subscribe the Confessions. 
We cannot believe that this was the only sense in which, and the only 
purpose for which, all the pastors and congregations within the 
U. L. C. A. subscribed to our Confessions. Why, then, this equivocal 
statement? Why such ambiguous language? Why this perplexing 
distinction? Why not clearly state either that we regard the Con- 
fessions as normative of twentieth-century Lutheran doctrine and 
practise or that we do not regard them in that light? The fact of 
the matter is that the neglect to make Scripture and the Confessions 
normative of its practise is one of the charges constantly raised 
against the U. L.C. A. by other Lutheran bodies in America, as we 
shall now see. 

When the U. L. C. A. was organized in 1917, the Kirchenzeitung, 
the official organ of the Ohio Synod, in its issue dated May 12, 1917, 
commented as follows on this merger of Lutheran bodies: “The great 
and glorious work of Dr. Krauth in the Council has been nullified. 
The General Synod’s practise of fraternizing with the sects will pre- 
vail. What is sound and good in the Council will crumble; the 
proposed union is a great victory for the lax portion of the General 
Synod and a pitiable defeat for the Council. Indeed, we shall be 
told about the ‘salt’ that the Council may be in the new body; but 
that is an old, old game, which cannot fool people any more. And this 
to celebrate the Reformation Jubilee! Would that Luther could return 
and with the thunder of his scorn shatter this celebration of his work! 
Where unionism has its jubilee, all true Lutherans turn away in 
sorrow and anger.” The Kirchenblatt of the Iowa Synod had the 
following criticism: “It is apparent that the influence of the General 
Synod on the General Council has paralyzed the practical principles 
of the fathers and that the contemplated merger is tantamount to 
an annulment of these principles as far as the official practise of this 
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new church-body will come into question. And yet, just this life, 
the ecclesiastical life and practise of the ministers and congregations, 
is the mirror in which the real confessional attitude may be seen. 
We [Iowa] owe much to the General Council and will always remem- 
ber this gratefully; but now our roads separate, and we must part. 
American Lutheranism which the General Synod has always stood 
for and which has had its adherents also in the General Council, espe- 
cially among its nativistic representatives, will control also the new 
church-body. This, according to our understanding, means that a far- 
reaching influence of a Reformed nature will manifest itself, espe- 
cially with respect to church practise and the attitude toward all 
manner of societies and antichristian lodges.” These strictures were 
directed especially against the position of some of the merging synods 
on the questions of lodge-membership and pulpit- and altar-fellowship. 

Has the U. L. C. A. since 1917 observed a practise in conformity 
with Scripture and the Lutheran Confessions? When on October 24, 
1934, Dr. C. C. Hein, the president of the American Lutheran Church, 
came to Savannah for the purpose of presenting the greetings of the 
A. L. C., he said, according to the Lutheran of November 8, 1934, “that 
the American Lutheran Church was satisfied with the doctrinal basis 
of the United Lutheran Church as set forth in its subscription to the 
historic Lutheran Confessions and that it accepted the Washington 
Declaration) on practises as it understood it, but that he felt com- 
pelled to say that certain familiar inconsistencies in practise, in viola- 
tion of the Washington Declaration as understood by the American 
Lutheran Church, were still barriers to that pulpit- and altar-fellow- 
ship which both bodies desired. Dr. Hein announced that the Amer- 
ican Lutheran Church had authorized a committee to confer with 
committees from other bodies on all subjects pertaining to the union 
of Lutheran bodies in this country.” The editor of the Kirchenblatt, 
October 6, 1934, in a footnote to an article by Dr. O. Pannkoke writes: 
“It is not, e. g., ‘a pitiful, petty division’ on the part of narrow- 
minded and superannuated literalistic Lutherans when they feel con- 
strained by their conscience to testify against the unjustifiable evil 
that there are pastors in Lutheran synods who hold membership in 
the Masonie Lodge. This must simply be stated and repeated until 
the responsible church-leaders cease to hide behind constitutional diffi- 
culties and till they find the courage to act. Here is a ground for 
separation that is not at all pitiably petty, but which in our opinion 
is valid. To connive here in order to enable the Lutheran Church 
better to fulfil its important obligations would in our opinion be 
nothing else than pitiable cowardice.” Dr. C. R. Tappert in Luthe- 
rischer Herold, the German periodical of the U. L. C. A., feels con- 


1) The Washington Declaration of 1920, reprinted in the last issue. 
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strained to ease his conscience by the following remarks: “The presi- 
dent of the A. L. C. is of the opinion that membership in secret soci- 
eties on the part of pastors and the practise of indiscriminate pulpit- 
fellowship conflicts with this declaration. Is he wrong?” After 
having shown that according to Scripture and the Lutheran Confes- 
sions the doctrine of justification is the doctrine with which the 
Church stands and falls, the editor continues: “Is justice done to 
this doctrine by the religious ceremonies of secret orders, or do they 
not rather teach a doctrine directly contrary to it, viz., that man is 
justified and saved by his nobility of character and his own good 
works? Is it not a serious matter when at the very moment when 
a human soul stands before God’s judgment-throne and when the only 
thing that counts is that Christ, his Vicar, intercedes for him and 
acknowledges him as His own,—that at this very moment, at his 
coffin and grave, his lodge brethren perform a religious ceremony in 
which the justification by the grace of God and the merits of Christ 
are deliberately omitted and, instead, his so-called virtues are praised 
as the basis for the hope of his salvation? It is to be regretted when 
laymen do not recognize this contradiction between the religion of 
the lodge and the Christian faith; for pastors there is no excuse iti 
this matter.” The author then calls attention to the offense given 
by such pastors and proceeds: “The same holds true when pastors 
participate with pastors of other denominations in religious celebra- 
tions at which a clear and unmistakable testimony of our most holy 
faith is not desired and will not be given. Such an action can only 
create the impression as if, after all, not much depended on the Chris- 
tian doctrines of sin and grace, of the Son of God and the only 
Savior and Redeemer; as though all ways led to heaven, not only the 
narrow way leading through the strait gate, Matt. 7, 138. Thereby 
again consciences are troubled and the souls of men endangered.” 
The editor feels that perhaps only isolated cases of such denial of our 
doctrines and principles occur. In his opinion they are less frequent 
than they formerly were in certain sections of the Church. He sur- 
mises that they may be due to the fact that even pastors may not 
have learned to draw the proper conclusions, but believe that they may 
square their membership in secret societies and their participation 
in all possible kinds of religious celebrations with their Christian faith 
and Lutheran confession. “Yet it must be clear that their action 
gives offense and proves a stumbling-block, and is the chief obstacle 
opposing the union of the Lutheran groups in America. One could 
expect that, irrespective of other considerations, they would sacrifice 
their personal hobby to the welfare and unity of the Church.” 
After having voiced his dissent with the policy of some of the 
pastors within the U. L.C.A., the editor continues: “Herewith the 
Herold has, in keeping with the demand of the Washington Declara- 
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tion of Principles, ‘appealed to the consciences’ and may now exclaim 
in the Latin phrase: Diai et animam salvavi. 

“With the above, however, we do not mean to declare that the 
position of the A. L. C. is correct when they on account of isolated, 
exceptional cases in practise deny full church union to the U. L. C. A., 
since the pure preaching of the Gospel and the Scriptural administra- 
tion of the Sacraments are the criterion of the true Church, not the 
greater or lesser strictness or laxity in church discipline. And we 
may rejoice that all Lutheran groups in America may mutually 
acknowledge each other as far as these marks of the true Church, 
according to Art. VII of the Augsburg Confession, are concerned. 
There is no other church denomination in this country so unanimous 
in faith and doctrine.” 

Truly a pitiful vacillation, a halting between two opinions, sad- 
dening to the heart of every loyal Lutheran. Endeavoring to silence 
and salve one’s conscience by voicing one’s indignation and then per- 
mitting conditions to continue! Reading these words, we could 
not help recalling the words of Elijah: “If the Lord be God, follow 
Him; but if Baal, then follow him.” If lodgery is a matter affecting 
the very heart of Christianity, if Masonry is a denial of Christ’s deity 
and atonement, as the editor correctly stated, why, then, be satisfied 
with Eli’s half-hearted reprimand, 1 Sam. 2, 23? Why not demand 
a decision as Elijah did? Or if one objects that the spirit of the 
Old Testament should not rule in the Church of the New Testament, 
misinterpreting Luke 9, 55. 56, why not apply the words of Paul in the 
New Testament? If Masonry is unrighteousness, — and it cer- 
tainly is, since it rejects Christ’s righteousness, — if Masonry is dark- 
ness, — and it certainly is, since it knows not Christ, the only Light, 
—if Masonry is idolatry, what fellowship can Lutherans, who claim 
to be righteousness and light and the temple of God, have with 
Masonry, which is the very opposite, the avowed adversary, of all 
these? Hence: “Come out from among them and be ye separate.” 
Merely voicing one’s dissent, merely reprimanding, is not sufficient; 
action is required. “Come out, separate!” so says not the Synodical 
Conference only, not the A. L. C. only; so says the Lord. Then, and 
then alone, “will I be your God.” In the face of this clear word of 
God can we consistently ask God to bless us and be our God if we 
deliberately join with, or tolerate in our midst, such as reject and 
oppose the very fundamentals of our faith? And concerning pulpit- 
fellowship, what are we to do if in the face of such clear passages 
as John 8, 31.32; Rom. 16,17; Matt. 7,15, and others we are asked 
to tolerate, or even to participate in, a practise so evidently displeasing 
to God? Must it not sadden the heart of every loyal Lutheran to 
read comments like the following, glorifying unionism: “We have 
seen that the relations between the Lutheran and Reformed churches 
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in the United States in the eighteenth and first quarter of the nine- 
teenth centuries were exceptionally close and cordial. This was as 
it should be with churches that were in many ways so closely related 
in Europe. These beautiful personal friendships among individuals, 
these records of joint achievement and common experience among 
congregations, these cooperative enterprises between the general bodies 
of Lutherans and Reformed, are among the finest chapters in the 
history of Protestantism. They reveal the hand of God in history, 
and they point the way for the future.” (The Lutheran Church Quar- 
terly, Vol. VI, p. 327.) Such quotations might easily be multiplied. 

Surely these matters are not unimportant questions nor “issues of 
endless doctrinal refinement,” nor “matters which have lost their 
force except among older members of seminary faculties and in far-off 
rural sections.” These are matters which affect the heart and soul of 
Christianity, the very life of every child of God. Shall we, dare we, 
compromise here? Would not a compromise be a denial? And does 
not Matt. 10, 32. 33 apply in the twentieth century just as it did in the 
days of Christ’s life on earth? Why not muster up courage, as the 
editor of the Kirchenblatt suggests, and clear away these obstacles 
to true Lutheran unity and union? . 

If the excuse is offered that according to the constitution of the 
U. L. C. A. “the synods alone shall have the power of discipline” and 
that hence the U. L. C. A. has not the authority to sever connections 
with any individual pastor or congregation still in membership with 
any of the constituent synods, we ask in all sincerity and with all 
candor, Why do not the synods act, and why adopt and retain such 
a constitution? Is a synodical constitution more authoritative than 
the Word of the Most High? We again are in full agreement with 
the editor of the Kirchenblatt and with him maintain that union is 
impossible until “the responsible synodical leaders cease to hide behind 
constitutional difficulties and find the courage to act.” 

Such un-Lutheran, unbiblical practise as is being tolerated in 
the U. L. C. A. would alone be sufficient grounds for a refusal to 
enter into fraternal relations with that church-body. According to 
Dr. Hein’s address at Savannah, these “familiar inconsistencies in 
practise, in violation of the Washington Declaration,” were the “bar- 
rier to that pulpit- and altar-fellowship which both bodies desired. . . . 
The American Lutheran Church is satisfied with the doctrinal basis 
of the U. L. C. A. as set forth in its subscription to the historte Lu- 
theran Confessions.” Yet we are sure that within the A. L. C. there 
are many pastors and congregations that have another reason making 
it impossible for them to enter into union with the U. L. C. A. at the 
present time. We refer to the many instances of false doctrine, of 
Liberalism, and of Modernism being taught and tolerated within the 
U.L.C. A. Even its attitude toward lodgery and pulpit-fellowship 
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is a matter not only of practise, but one involving the fundamentals 
of Christianity. And with a sorrowful heart we must point to the 
fact that under the garb of Lutheranism doctrines are publicly taught 
and preached within the U. L. C. A. which undermine the very funda- 
mentals of Christian faith, and such teaching and preaching has been 
tolerated for years and is being tolerated to this day in spite of the 
friendly remonstrances from other Lutheran church-bodies. We shall 
add only a few examples to the many that already have been men- 
tioned in our periodicals. Why are Lutheran instructors at Lutheran 
seminaries permitted to teach (and publish such teachings): “The 
holy writers were inspired with a supernatural knowledge of God and 
of His will, and on these subjects their words are final and infallible. 
On scientific matters they neither knew nor professed to know more 
than other men of their day”? (Stump, The Christian Faith, p. 320.) 
Why are such books as Cadman’s Prophets of Israel, Bewer’s Litera- 
ture of the Old Testament, recommended without a word of protest 
against their liberalistic, modernistic tendencies (Luth. Church Quart., 
Vol. VII, 80 f.), and why does the Short Bible by Goodspeed and 
Smith 2) receive the following praise: “An amazing amount of histor- 
ical and literary information, written in a fascinating, non-technical 
style, is packed into them” (the introductions to the various books). 
“Indeed, if they were to include all the books of the Bible and were 
printed and bound together, they would in themselves comprise a valu- 
able little manual of introduction to the Bible.... The need to apply 
the concept of development in the study of the Scriptures is obvious, 
and the chronological arrangement of the books of the Bible, even 
though in some cases only approximate, is an indispensable first step. 
To say this is of course to say the obvious, but it is precisely the 
obvious that so many readers who find the Bible uninteresting too 
often fail to grasp”? (Lutheran Church Quarterly, Vol. VII, p. 85.) 
Why is Shailer Mathews, the well-known Modernist, paid this tribute 
without a word of criticism: “Although the Dean passed his seven- 
tieth birthday on May 26 and has retired from his position on the 
Chicago faculty, he is by no means at the end of his period of service. 
He is still in the full vigor of his powers and will continue with voice 
and pen to carry on and enrich American theological thought” 
(Vol. VII, p. 340)? Why are statements such as the following per- 
mitted to be made publicly: “I would not be understood as commit- 


2) The Short Bible arranges the contents of the Bible chronologically 
along the lines of liberal higher criticism; omits completely both books of 
the Chronicles; states, on p. 221, that the books of the Chronicles, Ezra, and 
Nehemiah are “an imaginative priestly recast of Jewish history”; omits in 
Luke 7 the story of the raising of the son of the widow of Nain, p. 145, and 
in John 11 the raising of Lazarus. These are only a few examples of the 
modernistic spirit which is evidenced throughout the Short Bible. 
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ting myself to an acceptance of the entire theology of Luther. The 
distinction between the Deus revelatus and the Deus absconditus as 
he develops it seems too dualistic. The communications are too scho- 
lastic, and the doctrine of the ubiquity of the body of Christ expressed 
too much in spatial terms. Nor can I follow him in his Aristotelian 
rather than Biblical view that God is impassible. His emphasis on 
the exacting sternness of God led him, after the manner of Anselm, 
to dwell too much on the equivalence of sin and justice in his con- 
ception of the Atonement. But in spite of all these, the regulating 
principles that shaped his theology are such as commend themselves 
not only to Lutherans, but also to many other Protestants who still 
hold to a theology of revelation. Every forward step in theology since 
Luther’s time has been deeply indebted to him” (Vol. VII, p. 40)? 
Why is the Scriptural doctrine of the Holy Spirit misrepresented in 
so flagrant a manner as is done in the article entitled “The Doctrine 
of the Holy Spirit,” reviewed in ConcorpiA THEOLOGICAL MontTHLY, 
Vol. VI (1935), 58—64. 

Dare we under such circumstances unite, establish fraternal rela- 
tionships, even though it would be desirable from many viewpoints? 
We concede that reasons of economy speak in favor of union. We 
concede that the lack of cooperation and the open opposition on 
mission-fields are detrimental to the Lord’s work, that it would be 
far better if we could work together in brotherly harmony. Yet the 
fault rests with those whose clinging to unscriptural doctrine and 
practise makes union and cooperation impossible. We concede that 
just at the present time a union of the Lutheran churches is desirable 
in order to resist more successfully the evils of antichristian move- 
ments and to counterbalance the “wide-spread tendency among Chris- 
tian groups to abbreviate or dilute the Christian message in an effort 
to make it acceptable to the modern age.” Yet how can we hope to 
overcome these tendencies and movements if we tolerate them in our 
own midst in the form of antichristian Masonry and anti-Scriptural 
dilution and perversion of fundamental doctrines of Christianity ? 
The only way to combat successfully the forces of Satan arrayed 
against the Church of Christ is by standing four-square, whole- 
heartedly, on that rock of the apostles and prophets, the Holy Bible. 
Our faith is the victory that overcometh the world, and faith cometh 
only by hearing and such hearing only by the Word of God. Let us 
read and take to heart what the Lord tells His congregation at 
Philadelphia, Rev. 3, 7—18. 

In view of these facts we must confess that we cannot under- 
stand the statement, so frequently met with in periodicals, that, as far 
as doctrine is concerned, complete unity exists between all the Lu- 
theran church-bodies in America since all have subscribed to the 
Lutheran Confessions. Surely subscription alone does not suffice, sub- 
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scription must mean willingness to adhere to, to confess and teach, 
the doctrines subscribed and to avoid and to reject and to abhor all 
contrary doctrines. Uniting with a synod tolerating the teaching of 
such manifest heresies would not establish unity, but be adding an- 
other obstacle to inner and outer unity and union of all the Lutheran 
church-bodies in our country. For, sad to say, such obstacles exist 
not only as far as a union with the U. L.C. A. is concerned; there 
are still valid reasons which under existing circumstances render 
a union of the Synodical Conference with the American Lutheran 
Church impossible, though our fervent prayer is that all obstacles 
for a complete and whole-hearted union between all Lutheran 
churches may be swept away, and that right early. 

In his synodical address of 1917, published under the title Die 
lutherische Kirche der Vereinigten Staaten im Jubilaeumsjahr 1917, 
Dr. C. C. Hein voices his conviction that the doctrinal differences sepa- 
rating Ohio and Missouri do not consist in mere words nor concern 
only inconsequential matters, that rather the discussions dealt with 
“the center of the Gospel.” Since 1917 intersynodical conferences 
have been held repeatedly, and certainly not without good results. 
Much has been accomplished by these conferences; many misconcep- 
tions and misunderstandings have been removed; many have declared 
that the expression intuitu fidei is founded neither in Scripture nor 
in the Confessions and is subject to misunderstanding, may easily 
lead to false doctrine, and should therefore not be used. Yet syner- 
gism is quite frequently found in various publications edited within 
the American Lutheran Conference, with which body the American 
Lutheran Church is affiliated. Witness Prof. C. O. Solberg’s recent 
publication, The Call to Service. While he rejects the intuitu fidei, 
he writes: “The ‘possibility’ of conversion lies in the fact that con- 
version is ‘a change of man’s mind, heart, and will wrought by the 
Holy Spirit, so that man is able through such operation of the Holy 
Spirit to accept proffered grace.’ Thus the Lord Jesus says: ‘Behold, 
I stand at the door and knock.’ The opening of the door would mean 
simply a ceasing of opposition. Only by the active entrance of Jesus, 
of divine grace, can any change be brought about in the nature of 
man.... The Lord takes man back to the original point of departure 
for a new start on a right way. As man in Eden chose deliberately 
under temptation to follow his own preference, so man is taken back 
to the fact of his natural preference and then is asked to yield to the 
Lordship of the Savior.... The choice to which the disposition and 
will of man are moved should be as far as possible a permanent one. 
As such the choice, since it is that of a naturally weak creature, prone 
to ways not acceptable to God and to ways inconsistent with not only 
the practise of Christian principles, but the life itself which is dis- 
tinctive of the regenerate, must be directed and supported. <A choice 
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such as we have outlined, by its very nature is subject to the ministra- 
tion of the Spirit; this Spirit directs to the help of the means of 
grace; it directs to the whole counsel of God, as even in His Word; 
it directs to the fellowship of Christ, the Good Shepherd, who con- 
ducts men into the ways of righteousness.” (Pp. 65.66.) Synergism 
pure and simple; an error concerning which the Formula of Concord 
says: “For the controversies which have occurred are not, as some 
would regard them, mere misunderstandings or disputes concerning 
words (as are apt to occur), one side not having sufficiently grasped 
the meaning of the other, and the difficulty lying thus in a few words 
which are not of great moment; but here the subjects of controversy 
are important and great, and of such a nature that the opinion of 
the party in error cannot be tolerated in the Church of God, much 
less be excused or defended.” (Triglotta, p. 849.) 

The Opgjoer, Madison Theses, with its unscriptural compromise 
is still the official confession of the Norwegian Lutheran Church, an 
integral part of the American Lutheran Conference. Chiliastic ten- 
dencies are in evidence; so when complaints are voiced in the official 
organ of the Norwegian Lutheran Church that “even our theological 
seminaries have not thoroughly treated the doctrine of Christ’s second 
advent. Luther himself has not set forth this doctrine with sufficient 
thoroughness.” (Rev. N. Lunde in Lutheraneren, July 3, 1929.) 
Especially in the Augustana Synod chiliasm is rampant. See Con- 
corpIA THEOLOGICAL MontTHLY, Vol. I, 873. 901; V, 63. Doubts as to 
the inerrancy of the Bible are not only rather frequently expressed 
in the church periodicals published within the American Lutheran 
Conference, such doubts are even designated as “evidence of logical 
argument and profound ecumenical spirit.” (Geo. M. Stephenson, 
Lutheran Companion, Augustana Synod, June 21, 1930.) 

Again we ask: Are these matters of no consequence, “superlogic 
refined till life and reality are buried”? Or are they no more than 
“forms of the past, the problems and solutions of a bygone day, the 
formulas of a dying age”? Certainly not. They are doctrines con- 
cerning “the heart of the Gospel,” as Dr. Hein put it in 1917; they 
are doctrines clearly revealed in that Scripture of which the Savior 
says: “If ye continue in My Word, then are ye My disciples indeed,” 
John 8,31. Dare we unite with such as do not continue in His Word 
in these doctrines? Should we not become partakers of other men’s 
sins? 1 Tim. 5,22. Dare we unite before these matters are adjusted, 
and adjusted in keeping with God’s Word and our Confessions? The 
Lutheran Herald of April 17, 1934, says: “We have no objection to 
the doctrinal position expressed by the Synodical Conference in its 
Brief Statement of the Doctrinal Position of the Missouri Synod.” 
Why, then, not renounce the Opgjoer, whose unscriptural position is 
so clearly refuted in the Brief Statement? Why not purge out the 
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old leaven completely? Has not experience time and again shown 
the impossibility of sweetening leaven by placing it in a mass of 
dough? Will not invariably the leaven slowly, but surely exercise its 
leavening power until the whole mass is permeated, leavened? Why 
court the danger so often warned against in Holy Writ? Why become 
lax in combating error in every shape and form in doctrine and in 
practise? Has not such laxity time and again proved the ruin of 
congregations, synods, churches, becoming weary of contending for 
those precious gifts, purity of doctrine, Scripturalness of practise? 
We know that every true and loyal Lutheran will whole-heartedly 
subscribe to the sentiment expressed by Prof. J. A. Dell, writing in 
the Pastor’s Monthly of December, 1934: “That basis [for friendly 
relationships] can never be attained by remaining aloof from one 
another and calling names. Neither can it be obtained by getting 
together and ignoring very real differences and pretending that there 
are no grievances. It is to be hoped that we are sincere enough 
Christians to meet each other fairly, to face problems honestly, and 
to judge issues, as Lutherans should, by the standard of God’s Word. 
In that spirit let us go forward.” 

Tf that spirit guides us, God will surely bless our efforts at getting 
together and establishing a basis for truly Christian, fraternal rela- 
tionships, a basis which will stand as long as God’s Word shall endure 
and a relationship which shall be of untold blessing and unending 
continuance, since it is based on, and is engendered by, and receives 
its nourishment from, the Word of God, which liveth and abideth 
forever. 

Doubts have been expressed as to the possibility of ever arriving 
at complete unity in doctrine. It has been stated that doctrinal dis- 
cussions would be useless since they had so far failed to establish 
unity. We grant that complete unity has not yet been established 
between the church-bodies participating in these conferences and 
discussions. Nevertheless we hold that these efforts were by no means 
useless. They have brought the synods closer together than they ever 
were before. In a number of instances the participants in such dis- 
cussions have found that they were in fact one in doctrine. Shall 
we in view of these facts cease our efforts merely because complete 
unity of all the members of the various bodies has not yet been accom- 
plished? Or shall we follow the suggestion of some that we merge 
now, since so much has been accomplished, and trust to God that 
unity would come after union has been established? Neither the one 
nor the other. The latter would be dishonest, as Prof. Dell correctly 
states; the former not in keeping with God’s will. Even if complete 
unity should never be established, it is our God-given duty to work 
towards that end, Eph. 4, and leave success or non-success to the Ruler 
of His Church. If in the spirit of love and charity, in that spirit 
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of complete submission to God’s Word which brings every thought into 
captivity to the obedience of Christ, in that spirit of unflinching 
loyalty which will not yield one iota of this Word, —if in this spirit 
the differences which separate the Lutheran church-bodies are dis- 
cussed, God will surely grant His blessing to His children on earth 
endeavoring to do His will. Is not His Word a light, a lamp? Shall 
we not in its light see the truth, and shall not that light, if only we 
permit it to illumine us, so fill our hearts and minds that we will 
gladly walk in the ways it points out both as to doctrine and practise? 
Shall we say that such unity is impossible? God speed the day on 
which it shall be evident that, while impossible with man, all things 
are possible with God! THEO. LAETSCH. 


<4 b> 
<—cr 


Zur Bedeutung der Tanfe FEfu. 
Matth. 8, 18—17. 








&. 

Da die Taufe SEfu von allen Synoptifern berichtet und fomit be- 
ftatigt twird, ijt nicht bon ungefahr. Yn diefer Tatfache finden wir mit 
Recht eine Betonung der Widtiqkeit der Taufe unfer3 Heilandes. 
Sie war nicht cine Handlung, die gleichfam nur gufallig in das Leben 
und AmtSwirfen de3 gottlichen Crlojers hineinfdhlug; fie hatte im 
Gegenteil wirflige, bleibende Bedeutung fiir fein ganzes Heilandswerk. 
Das ijt je und je die Crflarung unferer Dogmatifer und Eregeten ge- 
tvefen, und da8 haben auch wir un3 immer wieder bor Wugen gu fihren. 
SEju Vefhneidung und Taufe liegen getvifjermagen auf gleicher Stufe; 
beide gehiren gu dem, twas YEfus als der erfchiencne Mefjias uns 
armen Gitndern zugute getan hat. Darin miifjen wir ihre hohe 
Bedeutung finden. Diefen Punft hat man ftrittiq gemacht; e3 lohnt 
fich Daher, dak wir ifn neu betonen und in rechte Licht jtellen. 


2. 

Wherdings beridten nicht alle Synoptifer QEfu Taufe mit 
derjelben Genanigfeit und Fille aller einfdlagigen Begebenheiten. 
Nohannes febt die Taufe FEju borau3s; fie bildet gleichfam den Hinter- 
grund der johanneifden Prolegomena. Markus berichtet einfach die 
nacite Tatfache der Taufe, fiigt aber pragnant hingu, was darauf folgte. 
Whnlicsh verfahrt Lufas, wenn auch bon einem andern Gefichtspunft aus. - 
Cine eigentlide, eingehende Darlequng und Crflarung der Taufe SEfu 
findet jiceh nur bet Matthaus, und an deffen Bericht miijfen wir uns 
alten, wollen wir die Taufe de3 Erlofers recht verftehen. Ymmerhin 
feben auc) Marfus und Lufas BEfu Taufe in Verbindung mit der 
nadber erfolgten Beftatiqgung und Salbung de3 Geilandes und fo mit 
feiner offigiellen Wusriiftung fiir fein Umtswerf. Bei feinem Synoptifer 
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fteht die Taufe BEfu rein ijoliert da; nicht einer von ihnen jtellt jie fo 
dar, als ware fie DaSfelbe getvefen, twas die Taufe der bufbfertigen Yuden 
twar, die mit ihrem Sidtaufenlajjen ihre Sinden und ihren Glauben an 
Den bon Yohannes gepredigten Mefjias befannten. Von FCju wird nie 
gejagt: ,Gr liek fich taufen und befannte feine Giinden”, fondern: 
ylnd da QEfus getauft war, ftieq er alsbald (eddds) Herauf aus 
Dem Wafjer; und fiehe, da tat fich der Himmel auf itber ibm” ufiv. 
Der den fiindigen Menjchen fo abnlicde FEjus lieBR fish nit als 
perjonlicer Siinder taufen; feine Taufe hatte eine gang andere Be- 
DdDeutung als die der glaubigen Yuden. AWllerdings, BEjus fudte, 
begehrte, die SohanneStaufe (,,da% er fich bon ihm taufen liebe“); 
unter den Taufenden aber, die die Taufe Yohannes fuchten, fam er doh 
alS ein anderer und ander3. Das geht aus dem Taufbericht bei 
Matthaus flar herbor; und das haben Luther und alle in Luthers 
Spuren wandelnden Schriftausleger immer gelehrt. 


3. 
Wher das Lehren nicht alle Eregeten, bet denen man heutgutage 
nachlieft. Gie geben nicht zu, dak SEfu Taufe uns Siindern guz 
gute gefchehen ijt oder dap fie al Wt feines Erlofungswerfs angu- 
fehen ijt. Was allerdings die Bedeutung der Taufe SEju war, dariiber 
find fie uneinig. Dafiir nur einige Beijpiele. Bahn 3. B. fchreibt: 
»SCfus fprict damit den Entidhlup aus, fich allem, twas in YSrael vor 
Gott und von Rechts wegen gilt, unterguordDnen und auch diejenigen 
Rechtsordnungen, welche die Sinden de3 Vol*s, an tweldhen er perfinlid 
feinen Unteil hat, zur Vorausfebung haben, als ein Glied diejes 
Volks gu erfiillen.” *whnlich lejen wir im Lutheran Commentary: 
“John’s Baptism was a divine appointment; the Savior, by subjecting 
Himself to it and thus recognizing the holy mission of John, honored 
God when He honored God’s messenger and appointment.” SRtobertjon 
fagt in feinen Word Studies in the New Testament: “It was proper to 
do so [for Jesus to be baptized by John], else the Messiah would seem 
to hold aloof from the forerunner.” Sm Gospel of St. Matthew by 
J. Monro Gibson finden tir die folgende Erflarung: “Though about to 
enter on His Messianic work, He has not yet taken its burden on Him; 
accordingly, He comes, Not aS Messtau, but in the simplest and most 
unassuming way; content still, as He has been all along till now, 
TO BE RECKONED SIMPLY AS OF IsrAEL.” Wei Lange-Schaff heikt e3: 
“The great object was SIMPLE OBEDIENCE. Any confession of sin was 
out of the question. There was only a profession on the part of Jesus 
that AS AN IsraELITE HE BECAME SUBJECT TO THE Law and that He was 
connected with humanity by the ties of blood, of history, of suffering, 
and of love.” 
Doch genug davon. Die genannten Kommentatoren haben wir 
gitiert, veil wir ihre Werke zufallig auf einem WArbeitstifch in der Gemi- 
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narbibliothef, von irgendeinem Pajtor oder theologijden Studenten gu- 
jammengefucjt, borfanden. Uns fam dabei der Gedanfe: Bu melchem 
Rejultat ift wohl der betreffende Student oder Paftor gefommen, jollte 
er in diefen Werfen Wusfunft iiber die Bedeutung der DEfustaufe ge- 
fucht haben? Dies jedoch nur nebenbei. Yun den angefiihrten Erfla- 
rungen finden wir, mehr oder tweniger flar ausgedriict, den Grund- 
gedantfen, al3 hatte fic) JEjus fiir feine eigene Perjon taufen 
lafjen. Diefer Gedanfe hat giemlich allgemein bet modernen Wuslegern 
Wnerfennung gefunden. Won der Ydee der wabhrhaftigen Menfcdhheit 
SEjfu ausgehend, fagt man, FEfus habe als Menjdsh fiir feine 
Perfon das Gefes erfiillen und fich daher auch fiir feine eigene 
Perfon befehneiden und taufen laffen miifjen. Chen teil er voll und 
ganz Menjch war, fei er auch , aller Geredhtigfeit” unterjtanden. Man 
leugnet daher, betwupt oder unbetwuft, alles, twas unfere Cregeten Hier 
unter Dem Punft obedientia activa gelehrt haben; die Gehorfamleijtung 
SEfu dem gottliden Gefje’ gegeniiber fam, fagt man, nicht uns Siindern 
zugute, fondern galt fiir feine eigene Perfon. Der fleijchgetwordene 
Gottesfohn mute alles fiir fich erfiillen, was Gott von allen fleijdj- 
geborenen Menfdenfindern ertwartet. Wie jteht eS damit? Wollte 
SEfus das mit feiner Taufe? Liegt darin ihre hohe Bedeutung? 


4, 

Unfern Iutherijchen Eregeten ijt e3 nie in Den Sinn gefommen, eine 
getwifje Bedeutung der Taufe YEju fiir feine eigene Perjon foie aud) 
fiir fein WmtSiwerf gu leugnen. Fir FEjum felbjt hatte feine Taufe 
Bedeutung, wie auch 3. B. feine Wuferjtehung fiir ifn Bedeutung hatte. 
Aber ganz mit Recht legen unfere lutherifdhen Schriftausleger, Luthers 
Veifpiel folgend, bet der VBetrachtung der Taufe BEju den Nachdrucé 
befonders darauf, was die YEjustaufe fiir uns fiindige Menz 
fden bedeutete und noch bedeutet. Das liegt fcon in der rechten, 
innerlicen Wuffatjung de3 ganzen Coangeliums, dejjen Kern und Stern 
ja gerade in der Mitteilung befteht, was FEfus als gottmenfchlicer 
HeilandD uns gugqute getan hat, oder in feiner Crlofungsmel- 
Dung. Cine furge Pritfung de$ VBerichts iiber JEfu Taufe bei Matthaus 
wird Zeigen, dDaB unjere Schriftausleger, Luther voran, mit ihrer Bez 
tonung de3 fiir uns gang recht Hatten. 


5. 


Nach dem Bericht im Matthausevangelium twar der Taufer auferjt 
erftaunt, al SEfus gu ihm fam, um fic) bon ifm taufen 3u Lafjen. 
Matthaus lapt dariiber feinen Btveifel, dak der Taufer den Mefjias 
fogleich erfannte, als diefer gu ifm fam. Daf der ,,Starfere nad ihm” 
jest fonmen follte, das hatte Johannes feinen Zubsrern foeben ins Herg 
gepredigt, Matth. 3,11. Das war mit Hauptinhalt feiner Buppredigt. 
Denn Yohannis twegbereitende Bufpredigt lag nicht ,auperhalb de3 
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Meffias”, fondern anferte und gipfelte in feiner langjt eriwarteten, nun 
aber zur Tat gewordenen ECrfdeinung. Was Yohannes tat, war 
nur Borarbeit, Heroldsdienjt; denn er war nicht ,genugfam, feine 
[SEfu] Schuhe gu tragen”, V.11. Und givar erfannte Johannes den 
Meffias als den eigentlifen SiindDenreiniger, der mit dem 
Heiligen Geijt tauft, das heipt, der ,den GSiindern feinen Heiligen 
Geijt gur Erneurung ihre3 HergenS, zur Heiligung ibres Lebens gibt“ 
(Stodhardt). Yohannes erfannte GCjum aber auch als gottliden 
Ridter, der mit Feuer tauft, das Hheibt, der ,mit Dem Feuer des 
Gerict3 tauft und alle Heuchler und Gottlojen gum hollifden Feuer 
berdammt” (Stidhardt), V.12. Dem jteht nicht entgegen das Yoz 
hanneSbefenntnis: ,3ch fannte ifn nidt”, Soh. 1,31.33. Die beiden 
Berichte bet Matthaus und Yohannes widerfpreden einander nicht, fon- 
Dern erganzgen einander. lS Yohannes guerft bon dem Meffias 
zeugte, Da fannte er FEfum noch nidt bon Perfon. Anders aber 
twar 03, alS SEjus gur Taufe Yohannis fam, namentlid als der Vater 
und der Heilige Geijt die rechte, bolle Offenbarung bom Himmel herabz 
bradten, Soh. 1,338.34. Da wupte Johannes genau, wer YEfus war. 
Nur eins verftand er Zuerjt nicht, namlich was der Meffias mit feinem 
Getauftwerden twollte. Deshalb auch feine Veriwunderung iiber YEju 
BVegehr. ,ohannes wehrte ihm und fprach: Bch bedarf wohl, dak ih 
bon dir getauft twerde, und du fommit gu mir?” Matth.3,14. Sto 
Hardt jagt biergu mit Recht: Er [Yohanne3] hatte in diefem BEfus 
au Galilaa den Starferen erfannt, der nach ifm fommen follte.“” Mit 
feiner Frage legte Yohannes getvijfermagen ein Siindenbefenntnis, eine 
UniviirdigfeitSerflarung, ab. Dohannes, der zur Bue und Giindenz 
vergebung taufte, toar felbjt ein Gitnder, der SCfu Taufe mit dem 
Heiligen Geijt zur HergzenSerneuerung und Lebensheiligung braudte. 
Somit jtellt fich Johannes ausdriiclich in Kontrajt gu FEfu. Er felbjt 
bedarf der Taufe; SCfus aber als Gerechter und Gerechtmadender be- 
darf feiner Taufe. Gein Erjtaunen war dabher berechtigt. Sein Wusruf 
war nicht eine Biveifelserflarurig mit Bezgug auf BEfu perfonlide und 
amtliche Sobheit, fondern, joweit SEjus in Betradht fam, ein BSefenntni3, 
eine Wabhrheitsbezeugung: Fir feine Perfon hatte SEfus feine 
Taufe night ndtig. 

Bleiben wir einen AWugenblic jtehen, und fragen wir un3: , Warum 
hat wohl der Heilige Geijt diefe Verivunderung und Weigerung de3 
Taufers, SCju Vitte zu willfahren, hier fo ausdriicflid, fo weitfcdhweifig, 
mochte man fajt fagen, dargelegt? Handelt e3 fich hier nur um ein 
hijtorifjdhes Detail, das lediglich der AWusfehmiicung de3 Taufberichts 
Dient? Oder liegt in Ddiefer fo emphatifch erzablten Weigerung de3 
Taufers nicht doch eine tiefere Bedeutung? Dient fie un3 nicht vielleicdht 
gum rechten Verjtandnis der Taufe SEfu? 

Entfchieden twichtig ijt e3, dah BCfus iiber die Stellung de3 
Taufers nit ungehalten wurde, fie nist tadelte, mie er fpater 
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Petrus tadelte, als diefer ifn von der Ausfiihrung feines Crliferberufs 
abhalten twollte. SWengel bemerft gu SEfu Antwort ,,Law jebt alfo 
fein”, Dak SYCjus hier Johannes ,auf freundlidhe Weifje gum 
Schweigen brachte’”. The Expositor’s Greek Testament gang abhn- 
lich: “His answer is gentle, respectful, dignified, simple, yet deep. 
“Ames Got — deferential, half-yielding, yet strong in its very gentle- 
ness.” Diefe ,¥reundlicdfeit” (gentleness) geben twir gu; aber ijt das 
wirflic& alle3, was in dem des dou liegt? The Expositor’s Greek 
Testament begtweifelt, Dak mit Dem dyes dou BYEfus die hohe Stellung, 
Die Vohannes ihm al$ dem Meffias gufchrieb, anerfannt habe, was 
andere Eregeten ja behauptet haben. Aber Viegt das nicht doch in dem 
dyes dou? Wir twenigitenS finden darin eine twirfliche Buftimmung zu 
allem, twa8 Yohannes itber SEfum begeugt hat, eine Buftimmung zur 
hohen Stellung, die Bohannes dem Heiland guerfannte, eine Zujtim- 
mung auch dDagu, Dak YEfus fir feine Perfon der Taufe Yohannis nicht 
beditrftig mar. Mur fo wird der Ginn der furgen, pragnanten Erz 
widerung BEfu flax, gleichfam fein “never mind” auf Yohanni3 Frage. 
Trobdem YEfus der Taujfe Yohannis3 nicht bediirftig war, wollte, ja 
mupte er getauft werden. Was Yohannes urteilte, war gang forreft: 
fiir Den ,Starferen nach ifm” war die YohanneStaufe nicht eingefebt; 
jie beftand nur fiir Giinder, zu denen aud) Johannes gehirte. Dennod 
forderte YEfus die Taufe; denn er war ein Giinder, nur nicht in dem 
Ginn, wie dies Johannes verjtand. Bald darauf wurde e3 auch Yoz 
hannes flar, wie der Meffias, der Geredhte, ein Giinder fein fonnte 
und al Giinder getauft twerden follte, Boh. 1,29. Dariiber gab ihm 
SEfus jebt allerdings feine WZufflarung; das wollte Gott auf andere 
Weije tun. 

Bajjen twir fo das dyes dou alS YEfu Zgujtimmende Antwort auf 
Sohannis Cintwurf auf, fo erfcheint auch die weitere Erflarung YCju: 
»ULfo gebiihrt eS uns, alle Gerechtigfeit gu erfiillen” in einem gang 
andern Licht, alS man diefe Worte getwdhnlich deutet. Was der Aus- 
dDruc ,alle Gerechtigfeit” heipt, Dariiber fann fein Biweifel fein. We 
Gerechtigfeit” bedeutet hier fo biel wie ,alle géttliden Rechte und Ord- 
nungen” oder, wie man auf englijch gefagt hat, “all requirements, all 
ordinances of God”. Die Taufe Yohanni3 war von Gott verordnet; 
fie twar etivad, twozu alle fiindigen Menfden verpflichtet waren. Won 
den Pharifaern und Sehriftgelehrten urteilt Lufas, dak fie den Rat 
Gottes wider fich felbjt (Gottes HeilS- oder ErldfungSrat) verachteten, 
indem fie fich nicht bon Sohannes taufen lieben, Quf.7,30. War nun 
SEfus als Menfch verpflichtet, diefer Ordnung Gottes nachgufommen? 
Mute er fiir feine Perfon ,alle Geredhtigfeit” erfiillen? Wir 
finden cine Verneinung diefer fo allgemein bertretenen Wuffafjung aud 
gerade in dem ,aljo” (ofrws), dad fich fo eng an das dyes dou anz 
qliedert. SEfus fagte nicht einfach: ,€3 gebiihrt un3 (xagéxov goriv Huiv: 
eS fchickt fich fiir uns), alle Gerechtigfeit gu erfiillen, se., indem ich mid 
7 
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taufen lajfe, fondern: , Ufo (ofrwc) gebiihrt e3 un3, alle Gerechtigfeit 
gu erfiillen”, das heift, indem ic) als folder getauft werde, als den du 
mich foeben angedeutet hajt, namlich als Geredhter, als der mit Dem Geijt 
und Feuer tauft, furg, als der gittlide Mefjias. Yohannes hatte ge- 
urteilt: ,,Dich als Meffias gu taufen, fchictt fich nicht.” BEfu Antwort 
Yautete: ,Dak du mich alS Mefjias taufit, das jchictt fich allerdings 
fehr wohl.” Das ijt die Bedeutung des ,,aljo” (ofrwe), in feiner nahen 
Verbindung mit dem Zujtimmenden apes dor. 

alien wir das Gefagte furg gufammen. Johannes iweigert fid, 
XEjum gu taufen, eben teil diefer der Gerechte Gottes, der Mefjias, ijt. 
SEfus beftatigt das Urteil Johannis mit feinem furzen des dow, worin 
gugleid) eine ftarfe Wufforderung liegt, DaB Yohannes gerade das tun 
follte, was er fiir jo unfchicflich hielt. Dagu erflart ifm FEfus mit 
dem ,alfo”, marum feine Taufe doch nicht fo unjchicklich fei, teil er 
namlich) mit feiner Taufe als der Mefjias alle Gerechtigfeit Gottes 
erfiille. Dap Johannes FEjum fiir feine Perfon taufte, das war 
nicht fchicflich; dak er ifn aber al3 den Mejfias taufte, der gefommen 
war, alle Gerechtigfeit gu erfiillen, da3 war im Hichjten Grad fchicklich, 
weil hier SEfus etivas an der Sitnder Statt und dabher felbjt als Siinz 
Der tat, oder, um mit Luther gu reden, tweil hier FEjus ,,xrecht anfing, 
Chrijtus gu fein”, oder weil er ,fich hier felber als armer, Ddiirftiger 
Siinder hinjtellte”. Bengel bemerft zu den Worten FEju: ,,Dafiir, dap 
andere Tauflinge ihre Sinden befannten, hat SCjus, der Gerechte, fich 
anheijdig gemacht, die Gerechtigfcit gu erfiillen.“ Und in feiner ,, Biz 
blifden Gefchidte des Neuen Tejtament3” fdhreibt Stoclhardt zur Stelle: 
» it feiner Taufe ijt FEfus in fein Chrijtusamt, in fein Erloferamt, 
in fein prophetifces, hobhepriejterlides, fonigliches Verufsleben Hffentlid 
eingetreten. Chrijtus ijt bon Anfang an unfer Heiland und Crlifer, 
unjer Prophet, Priefter und Konig. Dak er alS Menjch empfangen und 
geboren tourde, vas er bon feiner Geburt an erlebt und getan, das dient 
alles gu unferm Heil. Mit der Taufe aber beginnt feine offentliche 
Wirffamfeit.“ 
6. 


Sragen twir Daher: ,,Was bedeutete YEju Taufe fiir uns?” jo 
weifen wir auf Chrijti jtellvertretenden tatigen Gehorfam hin und fagen: 
»SGfus hat in dem Gehorfam feiner Taufe sffentlich fein Wmt ange- 
treten, fiir un$ das GefeB Gottes Zu erfiillen.” Werjtehen wir VCju 
Taufe jo, fo berftehen wir fie recht und ijt jie uns twahrbhajt trojtlic). 
So hat fie jchlieplich auch Johannes berftanden; denn auf SCfu Wort 
hin ,licR ex's ibm gu”, B.15. Damit jtimmt auch die fogleich auf 
SGju Taufe erfolgte Offenbarung de3 Meffias bom Himmel. Denn 
nicht fiir jich, fiir feine Perjon, tourde GEfus mit dem Heiligen Geijt 
und Kraft gejalbt, AWpojt. 10,38, fondern als unjer Mittler und Erlofer, 
Der Durch jeinen gangen tatigen und [eidenden Gehorjam die Welt mit 
Gott verjohnen follte. Und nicht fiir Chrijti cigene Perfon rief der 
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Vater bom Himmel: ,,Dies ijt mein Lieber Sohn, an welchem ich Wohl- 
gefallen habe”, jondern dies galt ifm als unferm Heiland, der foeben in 
der Taufe fein Amt angetreten hatte, in dem er fiir un3 das gottliche 
Gefeb erfiillen mufte. Stidhardt fehreibt ganz mit Recht: ,,Chrijtus 
ijt bon Cwigfeit her der Sohn de3 Wobhlgefallens; jest aber erfdheint er 
erjt recht alS Gott wobhlgefallig, da er fich fo willig zeigt, den Willen 
feines Vaters, den eigen LiebeSrat Gottes, ausgzufiihren.“ 

Much englifehe W2usleger jtimmen diefer Erflarung bei. Go das 
New Testament with Notes: “Since Christ has taken upon Himself 
the nature of sinful men aND puT HIMSELF IN THEIR STEAD, it was 
proper that He should submit Himself to every ordinance of God’s 
appointment.” Man beachte das “in their stead”. Micht fiir feine 
Kerfon, fondern an unferer Statt empfing YEfus die Taufe. The 
Critical and Explanatory Commentary on the Bible (Jamieson, 
Fausset and Brown) fchreibt zur Stelle: “We incline to think that 
our Lord meant more than this. The import of Circumcision and of 
Baptism seems to be radically the same. And if our remarks on the 
circumcision of our Lord (Luke 2,21—23) are well founded, He would 
seem to have said: ‘Thus do I impledge Myself to the whole righteous- 
ness of the Law — thus symbolically do enter on and engage to fulfil 
it all’” Clarfe gitiert in feinem Rommentar zur Stelle ein Wort 
Vujting, das er englifc fo twiedergibt: “Christ was circumcised and 
observed all the other ordinances of the Law of Moses, not with a view 
to His own justification, but to fulfil the dispensation committed to 
Him by the Lord, the God and Creator of all things.’ %«hnlich aud 
die Annotated Bible: “Christ was baptized; not that He needed it, 
but to signify [%] that He came to be the Substitute of sinners and 
to take the sinners’ place in death. In His baptismal scene we have 
His whole blessed work foreshadowed. He is the Holy One, who 
needed no baptism, for He had no sin.’ Go auch Gabelein in feinem 
Gospel of Matthew: “His baptism marks the beginning of His public 
ministry. He enters upon His work, and there can be only one mean- 
ing to His baptism. He had no sin, but came to be the Substitute for 
sinners. And so He takes in the very beginning their place, the sin- 
ners place, in death. He knew no sin, was made sin for us, and His 
baptism declares this.” Und dak wir noch einen deut}chen Kommentar 
anfiihren, fo wablen wir Stra: ,,Gomit erflart YEfus gerade durch 
Das Wufjichnehmen der YohanneStaufe, .. . e3 bejtatigen zu miijjen, dap 
er alS feinen Beruf e3 erferne und ergreife, alles Den SGitndern 
als folGen Obliegende auf fish zu nehmen.” 

ts 

Und nur diefe Erflarung hat Ginn. Hatte fich FEfus als Menjoh 
lediglich fiir feine eigene erfon taufen lajjen miijjen, fo ware der 
Taufbericht inmitten eines jo weittragenden Kontertes (die Klimar der 
Sohannestwirfjamfeit mit Buppredigt und Butaufe; die Offenbarung 
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de3 Mefjias bom Himmel; des Mefjias Verfudung uftw.) tatfachlich eine 
Wntiflimar. Wir wiirden dann fragen: Warum wird in Gottes Wort 
eine Sache fo widhtig gemacht, die doch fiir un3 GSiinder jelbjt bon feiner 
Bedeutung ijt? Dann bliebe auch noch das ungelifte Ratfel, warum fic 
SCjus hat taufen lafjen miijjen, da er doch perfonlich fiindlo3 mar und 
fomit nicht dDem Gefeb Gotte3 unterjtand. Betracdten tir aber die 
Taufe FEfu als den Anfang feiner dffentlichen Wmtstatigfeit, fo find 
alle bei der Terxtbehandlung auftaucdenden Fragen gleid) beantiwortet; 
denn dann erfdeint uns die Taufe FEfu als der Veginn feiner gangen 
Offentliden Heilandstatigfeit, die ja dDagu gefdehen ijt, uns durch feinen 
tatigen und leidenden Gehorfam die Verfohnung gu ertwirfen. Kurz, 
das ,,alle Gerechtigfeit aljo erfiillen” hat nur einen Ginn: fiir uns. 


8. 


Damit ijt aber auch gugleich die Bedeutung der Taufe fiir SEfum 
felbjt flargemacdt. Mever urteilt gang richtig, dak die Bedeutung der 
Taufe YEju darin liegt, dak er damit erflarte, er jet der Meffias und 
bon dem Wugenblic€ an ganz und boll feinem grofen Beruf angebhore. 
Gang furz nennt Meyer QCju Taufe die Weihe feines Meffiasberufs. 
Wir ftimmen diefem gu, natiirlid) mit dem Verjtandni3, daB man das 
Wort , Weihe” recht auffapt, namlicdh fo, wie e3 Stodhardt und andere 
tun, mit andern Worten, dak man die Taufe den Anfang feiner Hffent- 
lichen WmtStatigfeit fein apt. Die Taufe empfing BEfus an der 


Schivelle de Neuen Teftament3, um unfern Ungehorfam durch feinen 
pollfommenen Gehorfam wieder guizgumacen. Er, der Heilige Gottes, 
hat mit jeiner Taufe ,alle Geredhtigfeit”, das ganze gottlide Gefeb, 
auf fic) genommen, um in allen Gtiiden, der fiindigen und verdDammten 
Welt gum Heil, dem Vater den Gebhorjfam 3u leijten, der fiir unfere 
Seligteit Durdhaus notig war. 


9. 


Vor allem ijt e3 Luther, der diefe Wahrheit betont hat. Bu Marth. 
3,13 ff. bemerft er: ,,.Das ijt ja tunderlicd) umgefehrt. Die Pharifaer 
und Schriftgelehrten, die voller Siinde und Verdammnis find, die wollen 
feine Giinde haben, bon feiner Bue twiffen noch jich taufen lajfen. 
Dagegen Chrijtus, der ohne alle Siinde ijt und den Reim und Titel 
allein fiihrt, daB er nie feine Giinde getan hat, und alle feine Worte 
und Werke unjtraflich, ja Heilig und heilfam find, dDarum er feiner Bufe, 
Taufe nod Vergebung der Sinden bedarf, der font und begehrt, bon 
Sohanne, jeinem Diener, getauft [gu] twerden. Die andern alle find 
in Giinden empfangen, geboren und leben darin, dDarum follen fie billig 
Buge tun und fich lajjen taufen, und Yohannes ijt auch um ihret- 
willen da; noch jind ihrer viel, fonderlich die Pharifaer und Schrift- 
gelehrten, wie gefagt, die nicht wollen; und der unfduldig und heilig ijt, 
der tut e3. Warum fommt er aber gur Taufe, fo doch feine Siinde und 
Unreinigfeit an ihm ijt, welche die Taufe wegnehmen foll? Das mill 
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eine felige Taufe werden. Yohanneds friegt allhier einen 
Giinder, der feine Citnde fiir feine Perfon hat, und ijt doch der grofte 
Giinder, der aller Welt Siinde hat und tragt. Darum er fich auch lat 
taufen und befennt mit folder Tat, da er cin Siinder fei. Wher nicht 
fix fim, fondern fiir uns. Denner tritt allhier in meine 
und deine Perjfon und fteht an unfer aller Statt, 
Die Da Siinder find, und tweil alle, fonderlich die hoffartigen Seiligen, 
nicht wollen Sitnder fein, fo mus er fiir alle ein Siinder werden, nimmt 
an die Gejtalt des jindlichen Fleijches und flagt, wie viele Pjalmen 
zeugen, am Kreuz in feinem Leiden iiber die Lajt dex Siinden, die er 
tragt ufiv.” (VII, 691.) 

Wiederum: ,,Darum auch die Cvangelijten wenig fdreiben bon 
feiner Rindheit, fondern eifen gu dem dreifigiten ahr, gu befdhreiben 
fein Wmt, dagu er fommen ijt; und danach eilen fie nicht mehr alfo, 
fondern befchreiben danach alle feine Worte, Werke und Beichen mit 
grogem Fleig und Ernjt, dak man wohl fann fehen, dak im Alten und 
Neuen Tejtament am allermeijten gejehen wird auf die Taufe 
Chrijtti alS auf das vbornehmfte Stiid der Schrift. 
Und da geht aud) das Neue Teftament an und nicht an der Kindheit 
Chrijti; darum auch Markus und Johannes wenig gedenfen feiner 
RKindheit. Petrus und Paulus jehreiben gar nichts davon; nicht dah fie 
berachten, was Matthaus und Lufas davon fdreiben, fondern fie eilen 
gu dem vollfommenen Stiic, Darin das Amt angeht. Denn iwietwohl er 
ein Rind geboren war, war dod) nod das Amt nicht angefangen, hat 
fich auch de3 nicht untertounden, bis er bom Vater dazu berufen tard. 
lind summa summarum, in Der Taufe geht das Amt an, 
Da wird er unfer Chrijtu3, unfer Seiland, darum ijt er fommen, tie 
Sejaias fpricht Rap. 61,1... . Dies qgnadige Reich gu predigen, ijt er 
fommen und geht mit Sohanni3 Predigen an, wie Lufas in den Gez 
fdhidten der Apoftel, Rap. 1,22, fagt, und Marfus fangt fein Cvanz 
gelium mit Yohanni3 Predigt und Chrijtt Taufe an, Mark. 1, 1 ff. 
Warum aber das? Da fangt Chriftus an, ein Chriftus zu 
fein; Da wird er cingeweift, tritt in fetn Wmt; und hat 
der Vater die Welt wollen gewifR machen, dak fie gang nicht Biweifel 
follte an Chrijto haben, darum dak er ihn hat felber beftatigt.” 
(XI, 2130.) 

Wiederum: ,,Wber FEjus jpridt: Set du gufrieden; e3 muf alfo 
fein, fo ander3 alle Gerechtigfeit foll erfiillet werden; das ijt, fo dad 
foll auSgerichtet werden, dak die armen Giinder migen zur Geredtigfeit 
fommen und jelig werden, fo mupt du mich taufen. Denn ish bin 
um aller Ginder willen gum Giinder geworden, mus 
Derhalben das tun, das Gott den Siindern gu tun aufgelegt hat, auf 
dag fie Durch mich geredht werden. GSoldhes ijt uns gum Troft und 
Exrempel gefhehen, dak fich der Sohn Gottes lagt taufen, der doch feine 
Schuld hatte, und tut, da3 er gu tun nicht fchuldig tar.” (XIII, 1575 f.) 
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10. 

Vleiben iwir bei diejer in der Schrift felbjt an die Hand gegebenen 
Crflarung der Bedeutung der Taufe FEfu. Wir armen GSiinder fonnen 
des tatigen Gehorfams YEju, feiner obedientia activa, nicht entbehren. 
Wie FEfus durch feinen leidenden Gehorjam (obedientia passiva), fein 
unjduldiges, heiliges Leiden und Sterben, den Schaden unferer Siinde 
gutgemacht hat, fo hat er auch durch feinen LebenSgehorfam (obedientia 
activa) alle Gerechtigfeit fiir un3 erfiillt, Das Gefjeb Gottes an unferer 
Statt gehalten und uns fo vom Fluch und der Verdammnis des Gefebes 
erlojt. Wuch auf diefen Teil feines jtellvertretenden Gehorfams3 legt die 
Schrift fehweres Gewicht, Rim. 5,19; Gal. 4,4.5. Und nur iwenn wir 
Den gangen Gehorjam Chrijti in fein Crldfungsiwerf hineingiehen, finden 
twir den rechten, vollen Trojt, Der uns in den Worten de Apojtels ent- 
gegentritt: ,,Chrijtus ijt des Gefebes Ende; twer an den glaubt, der ijt 
gerecht”, Rim. 10, 4. %. ©. Miller. 
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A Comparison of the King James and the 
Douay Version. 


A conference paper; somewhat abridged. 


(Concluded.) 


In the light of what has been said, then, let us examine the 
Douay Version and see whether it differs from the Authorized Version 
in its doctrinal statements. If there are any differences, what shall 
we hold concerning them? To begin with, we find that its Old 
Testament has forty-six books, while the King James Version has 
only thirty-nine. These additional books are commonly known in the 
Church as the Apocrypha, the spurious books. We find them scat- 
tered throughout the Old Testament. Tobias and Judith are inserted 
between Nehemiah and Esther. About six chapters are added to 
Esther, beginning chapter 10, 4. Wisdom and Ecclesiasticus come 
between the Song of Solomon and Isaiah; Baruch follows Lamen- 
tations. To Daniel there are added two extra chapters, one about 
Susanna and the Elders, and the other about the Bel of Babel and 
the Dragon. In the text of Daniel seventy-six verses containing the 
Prayer of Azariah and the Song of the Three Men in the Furnace 
are appended to the third chapter. At the end of the Old Testament 
we find the two books of Maccabees. The edition of the Douay Ver- 
sion in my possession and used in this treatise is the Murphy Edition, 
published by the John Murphy Company of Baltimore and New York 
with the approbation of the late Cardinal James Gibbons. Opposite 
the title-page we are told that it “is an accurate reprint of the Reims 
and Douay edition with Dr. Challoner’s notes.” Every book is pre- 
ceded by a brief introduction; footnotes are copious. Concerning 
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Ecclesiasticus we are told that “it is not in the Jewish canon; but it 
is received as canonical and divine by the Catholic Church, instructed 
by apostolic tradition, and directed by the Spirit of God.” Concerning 
the books of the Maccabees it is stated: “As to their authority, though 
they are not received by the Jews, saith Augustine (lib. 18, De Civ. 
Dei, ce. 36), they are received by the Church, who, in settling her canon 
of the Scriptures, chose rather to be directed by the tradition she had 
received from the apostles of Christ than by that of the scribes and 
Pharisees. And as the Church has declared these two books canonical, 
even in two general councils, viz., Florence (1439) and Trent (1546), 
there can be no doubt of their authority.” This is the typical line 
of argumentation of Romanism. 

Do the Apocrypha deserve a place in the Old Testament canon? 
Here we enter upon a question that deserves more space than we are 
able to give within the limits of this paper. May it suffice to state 
that the Apocrypha were rejected by the Reformation as non-canon- 
ical for the following reasons, in which we whole-heartedly concur 
to this day: — 

1. None was ever received in the Old Testament canon by the 
Old Testament Church. 

2. They are quoted nowhere in the New Testament. 

3. They contain fabulous and false statements as well as false 
teaching, e. g., prayer for the dead, also sacrifices for the dead, 
2 Mace. 12,48; 14,41; sorcery, Tobias 6. 

It is quite obvious why Rome should hold so tenaciously to these 
apocryphal writings, why even church councils should have been 
drafted into service as late as the fifteenth and sixteenth centuries. 
In the Maccabean book Roman Catholicism finds its only proof for 
prayer and sacrifice for the dead. In including the Apocrypha in 
the Old Testament canon, Rome finds itself at variance with the very 
translator of the Latin Vulgate, Jerome (+420). In the preface to 
the Vulgate he plainly stated: “Quidquid extra hos [1. e., the twenty- 
two canonical books, according to the numbering of Josephus, Wars, 
I, p. 885] inter Apocrypha ponendum.” The English Church remained 
true to the judgment of Jerome, based upon historical fact; likewise 
Luther, who regarded them as “Buecher, so der Heiligen Schrift nicht 
gleichgehalten und doch nuetzlich und gut zu lesen sind.” Since 1827 
the Authorized Version has not included the Apocrypha. 

It is quite probable that none of us will ever use the Douay 
Version other than in our polemics or for the sake of comparison or 
for curiosity. Members of the Roman Catholic Church tell us that 
their Church does not discourage the reading of the Bible; they 
show us the Douay Version in their homes; they point to the preface, 
where it is said that the version appears at the earnest solicitation 
of the laity and with the definite approval of the Holy See. What 
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kind of translation is this that is produced by a Church that anathe- 
matizes Bible societies and frowns upon a general distribution of 
Scriptures? Let us look at its text and compare it with the Bible 
so dear to us. In order that we may remember a few passages and 
have them in readiness when the occasion demands it, let us examine 
some of the outstanding differences in translation. 


Genesis 3, 15. 


A.V.: And I will put enmity 
between thee and the woman and 
between thy seed and her seed; it 
shall bruise thy head, and thou shalt 


Douay: I will put enmities be- 
tween thee and the woman and thy 
seed and her seed: she shall crush 
thy head, and thou shalt lie in wait 


bruise his heel. for her heel. 


Here we have a passage that is generally accepted in orthodox 
Biblical circles as being Messianic. The difference between the 
King James and the Douay lies in the translation of the word xin, 
The Douay merely translated the ipsa of the Vulgate. Dr. Eduard 
Preuss (Unbefleckte Empfaengnis, p.231) states that Jerome trans- 
lated ipse, but that the Sixtine edition by Pope Sixtus changed it 
to ipsa. Some deny this, however. Who is right, the Douay or the 
King James? It is true that the pronoun yn is used for both the 
masculine and the feminine gender in the Pentateuch, except eleven 
times, when it is written with a jod for the feminine. If the un- 
pointed pronoun jn were our only evidence here, matters would not be 
so simple. But since the verb bruise is the necessary predicate verb, 
which must agree with its subject in person, gender, and number, 
and since this verb, 75%’*, appears in the masculine singular, there 
can be no doubt in the mind of any one that the pronoun yin is to be 
translated masculine and that it refers not to the woman, but to the 
Seed. Seed being neuter in English, the A. V. naturally and cor- 
rectly translates, “It shall bruise thy head.” 


Genesis 37, 35. 
And all his children 


A.V.: And all his sons and all 
his daughters rose up to comfort 
him; but he refused to be com- 
forted; and he said, For I will go 
down into the grave unto my son 
mourning. 


Douay: 
being gathered together to comfort 
their father in his sorrow, he would 
not receive comfort, but said: I will 
go down to my son into hell, 
mourning. 


The Douay translators present no uniform translation for the 


Hebrew word Sine, In Gen. 42, 38 we read again that Jacob says: 
“If mischief befall him [Benjamin], . . . then shall ye bring down my 
gray hairs with sorrow to hell.” In Sam.2,6 the Douay translates: 
“The Lord killeth and maketh alive, he bringeth down to hell and 
bringeth back again.” David says to Solomon, 1 Kings 2, 6: “Do 
therefore according to thy wisdom and let not his [Joab’s] hoary 
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head go to hell in peace.” Wherever the word sheol occurs, it is 
almost without exception translated hell. Now, this would seem 
peculiar because it is most evident that Jacob could not have in 
mind that Joseph, being dead, was in hell, in damnation. The 
Vulgate translates sheol infernum. But the Douay translators had 
an object in view when they left the translation of sheol in such an 
unsettled state. The footnote to our passage removes the veil. It 
reads: “Jn hell, that is, into limbo, the place where the souls of the 
just were received before the death of our Redeemer. For allowing 
that the word hell sometimes is taken for the grave, it cannot be so 
taken in this place, since Jacob did not believe his son to be in the 
grave (whom he supposed to be devoured by a wild beast) and there- 
fore could not mean to go down to him thither; but certainly meant 
the place of rest where he believed his soul to be.” Rome teaches 
a limbo, and somehow her Bible must at least approach this teaching. 
It would not do to translate sheol grave under such circumstances. 
(An exception is made in Ps. 88, 3, where sheol is translated grave. 
Here it is used synonymously with 37), and here we are told that 
the Lord does not remember those who are in sheol-kereb, and they 
are cut off from His hand.) Here we have a glaring instance of 
sectarian translation, which does not give us the thoughts of God, 
but the thoughts of man in support of the pet doctrine of limbo and, 
what is intimately connected with it, of purgatory. Such translation 
is in need of glosses and footnotes. 


1 Samuel 13, 1. 2. 

A.V.: Saul reigned one year; Douay: Saul was a child of one 
and when he had reigned two years year when he began to reign, and 
over Israel, Saul chose him three he reigned two years in Israel. And 
thousand men of Israel. Saul chose him three thousand men 

of Israel. 

Without maintaining that the King James Version here is per- 
fect, we have to say that the Douay is simply wrong without excuse. 
The analogy of Scripture forbids such a translation. That Saul was 
only one year old when he began to reign is impossible in the face 
of 1 Sam. 9,1.2: “Now, there was a man of Benjamin, whose name 
was Kish; ... and he had a son, whose name was Saul, a choice 
young man and goodly; and there was not among the children of 
Israel a goodlier person than he; from his shoulders and upward 
he was higher than any of the people.” Even the footnote does not 
help the reader, where we are told: “That is, he was good and like 
an innocent child.” The fault lies in the fact that Drs. Allen, Martin, 
and Bristow slavishly translated a faulty version and not the sacred 
original. They gave a literal translation of Jerome’s Latin: “Filius 
unius anni erat Saul, cum regnare coepisset.” The literal translation 
of the Hebrew is: Son of year Saul in his reigning. To put this 
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into fluent English: Saul was year(s) old when he began to reign. 
It is evident that the number modifying years is lacking in the 
original. The Revised Version supplies “forty” conjecturally, and 
that number would seem correct; but there is no support for any 
number in the original. It is utterly impossible to translate as did 
Jerome and the Douay translators. Their translation makes the 
Bible contradict itself. In the ninth chapter we are told that Saul 
was a young man, taller than the rest of the Israelites; in the thir- 
teenth chapter we are told by Douay that he was only one year old; 
and both passages are referring to the time when Saul began to reign 
over Israel. 

It is a tremendous responsibility that a translator of Scripture 
bears toward his readers. To the children of God, on the one hand, 
he owes a correct translation of the sacred text, so that they may 
be preserved from error and confirmed in their faith. To the scoffer 
and unbeliever, on the other hand, the translator owes a correct trans- 
lation, so that they may have no occasion for cavil. It is true, the 
King James Version is faulty at this point, too; it makes no sense; 
but it is harmless at least. 

Psalm 90, 9. 

A.V.: We spend our years as Douay (89, 10): Our years 

a tale that is told. shall be considered as a spider. 


The spider laid an egg, it hatched. The mother spider is found 


in the Vulgate: “Anni nostri dies sicut aranea meditabuntur.” Where 
Jerome found it is a mystery to me. But let it be said in fairness 
to Jerome that the word aranea in metonymy means a spider’s web. 
It is my opinion that Jerome wished to convey just this thought, that 
life was as a spider’s web. Dr. Challoner is of the same opinion when 
he comments in the footnote: “as frail and weak as a spider’s web.” 
But Jerome was a fallible mortal, and his Vulgate is a fallible product 
of a fallible man, the Council of Trent notwithstanding. The inspired 
text of the 90th Psalm was written by Moses in Hebrew. He says 
our years are as a 39. The word hegeh means a murmur, a whisper. 
A secondary meaning is a thought. Eduard Koenig translates this 
word Gedanke at this place. (Cf. Woerterbuch, ad v.) Luther trans- 
lates Geschwaetz. The revisers say “sigh,” and give as an alternate 
reading “sound.” The A. V. was influenced by Luther and calls this 
hegeh “a tale that is told.” The idea is clear, and none of the Prot- 
estant translators are far from right, but under no circumstances 
can hegeh mean a spider or a spider’s web. 


Matthew 3, 1. 2. 
A.V.: In those days came John Douay: And in those days com- 
the Baptist, . . . saying, Repent ye. eth John the Baptist, ... saying, Do 
penance. 
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There is a considerable difference between doing penance and 
repenting. In the sense of Scripture repent means a complete change 
of mind and heart, as is seen from the word setavoéw, from meta, 
after, and vots, mind. The call of John meant that all should repent 
of their sins and accept Jesus, the Savior of the world. To do penance 
implies the rendering of a service, to suffer as an act of atonement 
for sin. It is known how the Roman Catholic Church introduced 
corporal austerities and mental offices, solitude, silence, the endurance 
of heat and cold, and bodily chastisement. This system of penances 
led to the sale of indulgences. Faith has no place in that system. 
The Roman system of “repentance,” 1) contrition of the heart, 2) con- 
fession by mouth, 3) satisfaction by works, is couched in the language 
of the Douay translators, who make John and Jesus say, “Do pen- 
ance.” The Vulgate says, “Poenitentiam agite.” It is true that we 
find the word poena in poenitentia, the idea of punishment, and not 
the idea of mutatio mentis, as in the Greek. The Latin has no ade- 
quate word to express yetdvoe. Lacking a better word, poenitentia 
had to be used. It is interesting to note that the German word Busse 
may be traced etymologically to buessen. Even here there is nothing 
to suggest Sinnesaenderung. The English re-pent has the same root, 
poena. But in common usage Busze and repentance have come to 
have the meaning of yetavora. There is a world of difference, then, 
between doing penance and repenting. The Bible knows nothing 
about penance. When Douay translates repent, as in the case of 
Judas, Matt. 27, 3, it is the Greek word petauédoua:, which carries the 
thought of regret rather than repentance. This error of making 
penance out of repentance takes a rather peculiar turn when Douay 
translates Rev. 9, 20.21: “And the rest of the men who were not slain 
by these plagues did not do penance from the works of their hands 
that they should not adore devils, and idols of gold, and silver, and 
brass, and stone, and wood, which neither can see nor hear nor walk; 
neither did they penance from their murders, nor from their sorceries, 
nor from their fornication, nor from their thefts.” 


Luke 1, 28. 

A. V.: And the angel came Douay: And the angel being 
unto her and said, Hail, thou art come in, said unto her: Hail, full 
highly favored; the Lord is with of grace; the Lord is with thee. 
thee. 

“Ave, gratia plena,’ says the Vulgate; but the original says, 
xeyaoitmpévn. This is the passive perfect participle of yag:téw, to make 
accepted or acceptable. In John 1, 14 we are told that the Word that 
was made flesh is “full of grace and truth.” In the original it says 
Jesus is zijens ydoitos. The Douay Version makes both Jesus and 
Mary “full of grace.” (Vulgate: John 1, 14: “plenum gratiae.”) 
A Church that prays to Mary needs a Mary that is full of grace. 
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The Douay Version is made to order. Upon this passage hinges the 
Mariolatry of Rome, while the simple statement made here is that 
the angel Gabriel greets Mary as one who was graciously accepted 
by the Lord to become the virgin mother of our Savior, one much 
graced by this choice. 

1 Cor. 9, 5. 

A.V.: Have we not power to 
lead about a sister, a wife, as well 
as the other apostles and as the 
brethren of the Lord and Cephas? 


Douay: Have we not the power 
to carry about a woman, a sister, 
as well as the rest of the apostles 
and the brethren of the Lord and 
Cephas? 

In the footnote we are told why this passage is given in this 
form when we read: “Some erroneous translators have corrupted this 
text by rendering it ‘a sister, a wife,’ whereas it is certain St. Paul had 
no wife (chap. 7, 7.8) and that he only speaks of such devout women, 
as, according to the custom of the Jewish nation, waited upon 
preachers of the Gospel and supplied them with necessaries.” So here 
we have the support for celibacy and a housekeeper for the priest. 
Some “erroneous translators” corrupted the text, we are told. Who 
are they? We read in the original: adelpyy yuvatxa aegudyery. Jerome 
translates: “Numquid non habemus potestatem sororem mulierem 
circumducendi?” It certainly seems self-evident that a sister is 
a woman, not a man; so what else than “wife” could this term 
gynaika mean? A simple glance at your Greek concordance will 
disclose the fact that there is no other word for wife than gyne. 
The context decides whether it is to be rendered woman or wife. 
In support of this let us summon the Douay Version as a witness. 
We read Matt. 5,28: “Whosoever shall look on a woman to lust after 
her hath already committed adultery with her in his heart.” In this 
ease there is nothing to indicate whether the gyne (woman) is mar- 
ried or unmarried. In y. 31 of the same chapter we read: ‘“Whoso- 
ever shall put away his wife, let him give her a bill of divorce.” Here 
we have the same word, gyne, as above, but the context compels us 
to translate wife, not woman. According to Mark 1, 30, Peter did not 
have a woman, but a wife. It is true that Paul had no wife, but in 
this passage he tells the congregation in Corinth that he has a right 
to have a wife and refers to the example of Peter and the other 
apostles. 

Ephesians 5, 31. 32. 


A.V.: For this cause shall a Douay: For this cause shall a 


man leave his father and his mother 
and shall be joined unto his wife, 
and they two shall be one flesh. 
This is a great mystery; but I speak 
concerning Christ and the Church. 


man leave his father and his mother 
and shall cleave to his wife, and 
they shall be two in one flesh. This 
is a great sacrament; but I speak 
in Christ and in the Church. 
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There are a number of differences here, but I shall restrict my 
consideration to the words mystery and sacrament. The King James 
reads mystery; the Douay reads sacrament. Who is right? The 
Vulgate says: “Sacramentum hoc magnum est.” Here apparently 
we are to find “Biblical” authority for one of Rome’s seven sacra- 
ments, the sacrament of matrimony. The original has the word 
pvotyovov, from which the English word mystery is derived. Jerome 
translates this word either mysterium or sacramentum, apparently 
without any particular reason and according to no definite rule. The 
Latin word sacramentum has an interesting history. In the Greek 
Catholic Church the term for sacrament is uvorjorov. Question XCIX 
of The Orthodox Confession of the Eastern Church reads: Ti éow 
uvotjo.ov; In the Latin translation this word reads: “Quid est 
mysterium sive sacramentum?” (Cf. Schaff, Creeds of Christendom, 
II, 374.) On the history and meaning of this interesting word 
Dr. Hoenecke says: — 


“In der Kirchensprache, zunaechst natuerlich der abendlaendi- 
schen Kirche, ist das Wort aus der Vulgata gekommen, die das 
griechische Wort mysterion, womit die griechischen Vaeter in alter 
Zeit schon Taufe und Abendmahl bezeichnen, wie die abendlaendi- 
schen Kirchenvaeter mit der Uebersetzung sacramentum das Gleiche 
tun, durch sacramentum uebersetzt. In der Schrift hat das Wort 
mysterion weder auf Taufe noch auf Abendmahl Bezug, auch nicht 
auf die Ehe, wie die Roemischen immer gerne darstellen. Abgeleitet 
wird das Wort sacramentum von sacrare. ... Es bedeutet also 
eigentlich eine geweihte, heilige Sache. So wird sacramentum das 
Geld genannt, welches in Rom die Parteien im Rechtsstreit beim 
Pontifex Maximus niederlegten, und zwar unter der Bedingung, 
dass der gewinnende Teil sein Geld zurueckerhielt, der verlierende 
aber es der Staatskasse zu ueberlassen hatte. Auch der Soldateneid 
heisst sacramentum. In diesem Sinne, als Soldatenschwur, zwramen- 
tum, wendet zuerst Tertullian (220) das Wort sacramentum auf die 
Taufe an; aber die spaetere Bedeutung liegt ihm ferne.” (Dogmattk, 
IV, 448.) 

Quenstedt: “The word sacrament is understood 1) in a very 
general sense, for any hidden or secret thing. Thus the incarnation 
of Christ, 1 Tim. 3, 16; the union of Christ and the Church, Eph. 
5,32; the calling of the Gentiles, Eph. 3, 3, etc., are called mysteria, 
which the old Latin interpreter translated sacramenta. Thus the 
fathers called every mystery and every sacred doctrine that was not 
very plain a sacrament, as the sacrament of the Trinity, the sacrament 
of the incarnation and of faith.” (Quoted in Schmid, Doct. Theol., 
p. 524.) 

It is strange indeed that the Douay translates the word mysterion 
sacrament only in this one instance, although the word occurs twenty- 
seven times in the New Testament. It is true that the Vulgate has 
sacramentum here. But this is not the only passage in the Vulgate 
where the word sacramentum occurs; in fact, we find sacramentum 
eight times in the Vulgate, Eph. 1,9; 3, 3.9; 5,382; Col.1,27; 1 Tim. 
3,16; Rev. 1,20; 17,7. In some instances we find that the Vulgate 
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uses the words mysterium and sacramentum interchangeably, viz., 
Eph. 3,3: sacramentum; 4: mysterium; 9: sacramentum. Col. 1, 26: 
mysterium; 27: sacramentum. Rev. 17, 5: mystertum; 7: sacra- 
mentum. The translators of the Douay would not dare to call any- 
thing else than matrimony a sacramentum, since none of the other 
sacraments is described by that word. And should this word occur 
in any other connection, the “proof” here in Eph. 5 might appear 
doubtful even to the innocent readers of the Douay. Even the 
“authentic” Vulgate will not lend support to Roman Catholic claims 
nor to the Douay Version when it comes to teaching that matrimony 
is a sacrament. And here, after all, Christ speaks of the Church and 
not of matrimony. 
Hebrews 13, 16. 

A.V.: But to do good and to Douay: And do not forget to 
communicate forget not; for with do good and to impart; for by such 
such sacrifices God is well pleased. sacrifices God’s favor is obtained. 


By good works God’s favor is obtained — according to Catholic 
teaching. According to the teaching of Holy Writ the good works 
of God’s children please God. Let us trace this matter through the 
Vulgate to the original text. This passage reads in the Vulgate: 
“Talibus enim hostiis promeretur Deus.” The word in the original is 
evagsotéw, and it occurs only three times in the New Testament and 
only in the Epistle to the Hebrews. We read Heb. 11, 5. 6: “By 


faith Henoch was translated that he should not see death; and he was 
not found because God had translated him; for before his translation 
he had the testimony that he pleased God. But without faith it is 
impossible to please God.” (Douay Version.) Here we find the iden- 
tical word euaresteo as in chapter 13. In these two instances the 
Vulgate translates correctly placere, and the Douay please. There is 
no reason why the identical word should be translated in 13,16 “to 
obtain favor.” The etymology of the verb is plain, «3, well; dosotds, 
pleasing, acceptable. The Douay is so legalistic that it cannot render 
the first two passages as it did the one in question without defeating 
its own purpose; for, after all, it is not good Catholic doctrine to say: 
“Without faith it is impossible to obtain God’s favor,’ when we are 
supposed to believe (chap. 18,16): “Do not forget to do good and to 
impart; for by such sacrifices God’s favor is obtained.” 

Having considered some objectional translations, we wonder 
whether the entire version is to be judged accordingly or whether 
there are some passages that are given in a happy translation. Indeed, 
there are many. And here we are reminded of a statement made by 
Dr. Pieper: “Die Sprache der Schrift ist so einfach, sonderlich in 
den sedes doctrinae, dass jede Uebersetzung, die ueberhaupt den 
Namen einer Uebersetzung verdient, den Grundtext wiedergeben 
muss. Wer einerseits das Griechische des Neuen Testaments ver- 
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steht und andererseits der Sprache, in die er uebersetzen will, 
maechtig ist, muss sich schon besondere Muehe geben, wenn er eine 
Uebersetzung liefern will, die den Grundtext nicht wiedergibt.” 
(Chr. Dogmatik, I, 418.) Just a few examples: — 

Is. 53, 4.5: Surely he hath borne our infirmities and carried our sor- 
rows: and we have thought him as it were a leper and as one struck by 
God and afflicted. But he was wounded for our iniquities, he was bruised 
for our sins: the chastisement of our peace was upon him, and by his 
bruises we are healed. 

Matt. 1,21: And thou shalt call his name Jesus. For he shall save 
his people from their sins. 

Rom. 3,23—28: For all have sinned and do need the glory of God. 
Being justified freely by his grace, through the redemption that is in Christ 
Jesus. Whom God hath proposed to be a propitiation, through faith in 
his blood, to the showing of his justice in this time; that he himself may 
be just and the justifier of him who is of the faith of Jesus Christ. Where 
is then thy boasting? It is excluded. By what law? Of works? No, but 
by the law of faith. For we account a man to be justified by faith, without 
the works of the law. 

2 Cor.5,19—21: For God indeed was in Christ, reconciling the world 
to himself, not imputing to them their sins; and hath placed in us the 
word of reconciliation. For Christ therefore we are ambassadors, God as 
it were exhorting by us. For Christ, we beseech you, be reconciled to God. 
Him, who knew no sin, he hath made sin for us, that we might be made 
the justice of God in him. 

Passages such as these could be adduced by the hundreds, showing 
that justification by faith and not by works is taught in the Douay 
Version. ‘The same could be done concerning any of the seats of 
doctrine of our Christian faith. There is great comfort in this. 
Regardless of its errors it would be a great blessing if even the Douay 
Version could be in every Roman Catholic home and would be read. 
By no means, however, is this to imply that we endorse or even recom- 
mend the reading of that version when the King James Version is 
available, which far more clearly gives us the Word written by the 
apostles and the prophets. 

Strange to say, but let it be said in all fairness, there are some 
passages in the Douay Version that are to be preferred to the trans- 
lation in the Authorized Version. This essay wishes to be fair in its 
investigation, and so let us quote a few examples of such passages 
that are preferable in the Douay Version. I discovered only a neg- 
ligible number; those, however, that I found I shall quote. 


Luke 10, 7. 

Douay: And in the same house A.V.: And in the same house 
remain, eating and drinking such remain, eating and drinking such 
things as they have. things as they give. 

Those of us who learned the passage “Esset und trinket, was sie 
haben” feel somewhat empty-handed when we are about to instruct 
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our congregations on the basis of this passage as it reads in the King 
James Version. The Vulgate translates: “Quae apud illos sunt.” 
The original reads: za zag’ aitaév. Para with the genitive means 
from, denoting the source; hence the disciples were to eat and drink 
what was “from” them, what was given by them (by those in whose 
house they remained). The meaning is that they could accept with 
a good conscience such support as would be forthcoming. 


Acts 20, 28. 

Douay: Take heed to your- A. V.: Take heed therefore 
selves and to the whole flock, where- unto yourselves and to all the flock, 
in the Holy Ghost hath placed you over the which the Holy Ghost hath 
bishops. made you overseers. 

“Wherein,” év 6, “the Holy Ghost hath placed you” is better 
than “over the which the Holy Ghost hath made you.” 


1 Cor. 11, 27. 

Douay: Therefore whosoever A. V.: Wherefore whosoever 
shall eat this bread, or drink the shall eat this bread, and drink this 
chalice of the Lord unworthily, cup of the Lord, unworthily, shall 
shall be guilty of the body and the be guilty of the body and the blood 
blood of the Lord. of the Lord. 


The Douay says “or,” the Authorized says “and”; the original 
says 7, or. Cardinal Gibbons finds in this passage an argument for 


Communion under one kind. He says: “The apostle here plainly 
declares that by an unworthy participation in the Lord’s Supper 
under the form of either bread or wine we profane both the body 
and the blood of Christ. How could this be so unless Christ is entirely 
contained under each species? So forcibly indeed did the apostle 
assert the Catholic doctrine that the Protestant translators have per- 
verted the text by rendering it: ‘Whosoever shall eat this bread and 
drink the chalice,’ substituting and for or, in contradiction to the 
Greek original, of which the Catholic version is an exact translation.” 
(Faith of Our Fathers, p. 290.) It is true that in this instance the 
Douay follows the reading which is adopted by most translators and 
commentators. But the cardinal is not fair to “the Protestant trans- 
lators,” whom he accuses of perverting this text. Luther is the prince 
among Protestant translators, and he translates “oder.” The edition 
of Gibbon’s Faith of Our Fathers that is in my possession is that 
of 1904. Is it possible that Cardinal Gibbons had not heard about 
the British and American revised versions of 1881? During his life- 
time Cardinal Gibbons was a well-informed man, and we believe he 
knew what Luther’s version and the revised versions said on this 
point; therefore it could not have been ignorance that induced him 
to make such a statement. But the cardinal was a child of the Pope, 
and papal polemics are not honest. Luther’s version said “oder” since 
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1522 without harm to the doctrine of the Lord’s Supper under both 
kinds. And the Revised Version of 1881 says “or,” also without con- 
verting any one to the Roman faith concerning Communion under 
one kind. Paul makes the simple statement here that one becomes 
an unworthy communicant by either eating the bread unworthily or 
unworthily drinking the cup. It is a serious matter when one is 
partaking of Communion. If anything, the sword turns on the car- 
dinal in this case. His is a mutilated Communion, and his with- 
drawal of the cup from the laity finds its condemnation here. Never- 
theless the Douay is correct in its rendering of 7, or. The King 
James translators here adopted the less well-attested reading xai, and. 

“Tm Auslegen seid frisch und munter. Legt ihr’s nicht aus, 
so legt was unter,” this sarcastic statement of Herder finds its appli- 
cation in the most serious objection that must be raised against the 
Douay Version. There is not a single passage in that version that 
tells the simple evangelical truth expressed by the original writers but 
that a footnote is appended to make the passage say, not what it 
really says, but what Rome wants it to say. It would lead too far 
to treat this objection exhaustively; one example may suffice. We 
heard that Rom. 8, 28 is given correctly. Now hear the footnote: 
“ ‘By faith,’ ete. The faith to which the apostle here attributes man’s 
justification is not a presumptuous assurance of our being justified, 


but a firm and lively belief of all that God has revealed or promised. 
Heb. 11. A faith working through charity in Jesus Christ. Gal. 5, 6. 
In short, a:faith which takes in hope, love, repentance, and the use 
of the sacraments. And the works which he here excludes, are only 
the works of the law, that is, such as are done by the law of nature 
or that of Moses, antecedent to the faith of Christ; but by no means 
such as follow faith and proceed from it.” 


In conclusion: We must be grateful that, whether we read the 
Holy Scriptures in the original or in translation, we read God’s Word 
and have the attending promise of its blessing. Faulty as some 
translations may be, they present Christ and Him crucified. It is 
a particular fruit of the Reformation by Luther that the English- 
speaking Roman Catholic laity now possesses a Bible in its vernacular 
the text of which says in plain language that man is justified by faith, 
“without the works of the Law.” We properly retain our King James 
Version in preference to the Douay Version for reasons partly men- 
tioned in this essay; but even our superior version will be of no 
benefit to us unless we read, ponder, study it, and make it a light 
unto our path and a lamp unto our feet. May it be said of the 
members of our Church, particularly of us preachers, that in His 
Law we “meditate day and night.” 

Des Moines, Iowa. Geo. A. W. VoGcEL. 
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wDie Sarift tann nicht gebroden werden.” 


ydie Schrift fanun nit gebroden werden.” 
Yoh. 10, 35. 


»Das Wort ijt fo unftraflic&h, dak auch nicht der fleinjte Sudhftabe 
einen Febhl hat im Gejek und in den gottlicen Verheipungen. Deshalb 
mufR man feiner Gefte nachgeben, aud nidt in einem Titttel 
Der Sdrift, fo fehr fie auch immer fdreien und verleumden, dag 
twir die Liebe dDadurch verleken, dDaB wir die Worte fo genau fefthalten. 
Denn der Anfang aller Liebe ijt das, dak das gerade Bepter bleibe. 
Wenn man dies nicht anders erlangen fann, fo mu die Liebe gebrocjen 
twerden, und twenn eS auch noch etivas Grogeres gibt, Damit nur 
das Wort rein bleibe. Wenn aber diefe Reinheit 
dDeS Worts und das gerade Bepter jtehenbleibt, fo 
will id gern in der Viebe das Leben und die Gez 
breden des Bruders tragen.” (Luthers Auslegung von Ff. 
45,8. V,398.) 

»kirgends ijt unfer Weg ficher in allen menjchlicen und gottlichen 
Angelegenheiten, wenn wir uns nidt ganz und gar dem 
Worte und Werke Gottes hingeben und dabei ohne 
alles Wanfen deS Gemiites beharren.” (Luthers Aus- 
lequng bon Bred. 4,17. V, 1455.) 

»Deshalb fann fic) der Glaube auf nimts anderes als 
auf dDasS Wort gritnden; wenn er das Wort fahren lapt und 
Ddenft, die Sache ijt ungereimt, fo fallt er alsbald und ijt verloren.” 
(Muslequng von Sef. 23,9. VI, 298.) 

nDeshalb ijt diefe Stelle allgemein gu nehmen von allen, die von 
der Lauterfeit de Worts abgefallen find. Darum follen wir Gott Danf 
fagen, DaB twir bon diefen Ungeheuern befreit find, und follen twachen, 
Dak wir bei der Qauterfeit de3 Worts bleiben. Wer 
einmal bon diefer abgefallen ijt, der fallt immer bon einem Srrtum in 
den andern, tvie wir an den Quden und Kebern fehen.” (Wuslegung von 
Sef. 34,15. VI, 417.) 

Du folljt zu einem Midter werden bon dem Worte Gottes, aber 
nist anders, denn dab du gehorcheft und das Wort Gottes Hireft und 
feinen Willen tueft; hHaltft Du Did an Gottes Wort, fo wirft 
Du alle Lehren urteilen und fehen, ob e3 Gottes Wort fei 
oder nicht; denn alfo ijt eS befchloffen.... Wer von ihm felbjt redet, der 
ijt ein Ehrgeiziger und Wbgodttifcer und adhtet Gottes nicht, ijt Gottes 
Seind, abgittifdh; er predigt von ihm felber, twas er will, und fucht nur 
Da, wie man ihn moge fitr einen gelehrten Mann halten und daB man 
ihm viel Befoldung gebe; er will allein gehirt fein, will alle Getwalt 
haben, obliegen und rumoren al3 ein Tyrann; er fragt nicht danach, two 
Gott und der Menfden GSeelen bleiben.“ (AWuslequng von Yoh. 7, 
17. 18. VIII, 36.) 

»Derhalben ijt alles darum gu tun, wie St. Paulus hier vermahnt, 
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dak man fejfthalte an Dem Wort, das wir empfangen haben, 
und immer fich des erinnere und damit webhre wider alles Fragen, 
RKliigeln und Disputieren und night einraume des Teufels 
Gingeben, eS fei auswendig durd) feine Rotten oder intwendig 
in unferm eigenen Herzen; und alfo lerne die Kraft und 
Macht Gottes in demfelbigen Wort, dak wir dadurd felig twwerden und 
allein Ddadurch beftehen twider Teufel Gewalt und alle Yrrtiimer.“ 
(Auslegung von 1 Kor. 15,2. VIII, 1105.) 

»Deshalb mug man tweder die Kirche noch die Vater nod die 
Apojtel noch auch die Engel Hiren, e3 fet Denn, fie bringen 
und Tehren das reine Wort Gottes.” (Auslegung von 
@al. 1,12. IX, 98.) 

»Deshalb follen wir lernen, die Majeftat und das Anfehen de3 
Wortes grog und herrlic&h gu machen. Denn e3 ift nicht etwas Geringes, 
wie Die Schwarmer heutgutage meinen, fondern ein Tiittel tft 
groper alS Simmel und Erde. Deshalb nehmen wir hier 
durdhaus feine Riicéficht auf die Liebe oder dhriftlide Cinigkeit, fondern 
gebrauchen fchlechterdings des Richtituhls, das heift, wir verfluden und 
perdammen alle, die auch nur im geringjten die Majeftat des gittliden 
Wortes verfehren oder verleben; denn ein iwenig Sauerteig verfauert 
den gangen Teig.” (Wuslegung von Gal.5,12. IX, 655.) 

nxieber, Gottes Wort nachzugeben oder [gu] andern, ftehet bet 
Gott felbjt nicht; denn er fann fich felbft nicht leugnen nod andern, und 
fein Wort bleibt ewig. Wer e3 aber Gndern oder nachlafjen foll, der 
mug eine hihere Macht haben, twweder Gott felbjt hat; denn er auch 
Mofis Gefes nicht hatte gedndert, wo er’3 nidt gubor durch fein Wort 
berheifen hatte gu andern. ... Darum fann und mag die 
heilige Rirdhe feine LViigen now falfmhe Lehren leiz 
Den, fondern muf eitel Geiligle3], Wabhrhaftiges, das ijt, allein 
GotteS Wort, lehren; und wo fie eine Liige Lehret, ijt fie fchon ab- 
gottifd) und de3 Teufel Hurenfirde.” (Wider Han3 Worft, vom 
Xahre 1541. XVII, 1339. 1341.) 

»Xieber, Gottes Wort ijt Gottes Wort, das darf nicht viel Men- 
feln3. Wer Gott in einem Worte lLiigenftraft und lajtert oder 
{pricht, e3 fei geringe Ding, dag er gelajtert und geliigenftraft wird, der 
lajtert den gangen Gott und achtet geringe alle Lajterung Gottes. 
€s ijt ein Gott, der fidh nigt teilen Lat oder an einem 
Ort loben, am andern fdelten, an einem Ort ehren, am andern verz 
adten. ... Wer fich unterfteht, die Worte in der Schrift anders zu 
deuten, denn fie Tauten, der ift fdhuldig, dasfelbige aus dem Tert de3- 
felbigen OrtS oder einem Artifel de3 Glaubens zu betweifen.” (Wus 
»Dage diefe Worte ufiv. noch feftitehen”, vom Sabre 1527. XX, 
775. 781.) 

»€in Titteldhen der Lehre gilt mehr als Him- 
mel und Erde; darum leiden wir nit, dak jie auch nur im aller- 
geringjten verlebt twerde.” (Wuslegung de3 Galaterbriefs. IX, 650.) 
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»dtic ijt alfo, Daj mir ein jeglider Sprud die Welt 
gu enge madt.” (Daf diefe Worte uf. noc feftitehen. XX, 788.) 

Diefe Bitate find hier mit Wbficht vorangejtellt worden, weil fie 
un Anlak geben, un3 darauf gu befinnen, twozu unfere Stellung zur 
Bibel einen jeden befenntnistreuen Lutheraner verpflicdtet. Fir uns 
fteht e3 fet: , Die Swrift fann nidt gebroden werden.” 
Wir nehmen fie an geradefo, twie fie dajteht, in rebus et phrasibus et 
verbis. Fir uns ijt die ftete Wiederfehr folder Wusdriide wie Bh 
lege meine Worte in deinen Mund”, Ger. 1, 9 (val. Yef. 51, 16; 
Deut. 18,18); ,GSchreibe dir alle Worte in ein Buch”, Ser. 30, 2; 
rvmeine Worte werden nicht vergehen”, Matth. 24, 35; ,,Die 
Worte, die ich rede, find Geijt und jind Leben”, Yoh. 6,63; ,,Die 
Worte, die du mir gegeben hajt, habe ich ihnen gegeben”, Yoh. 17, 8; 
,Salte an dem Borbild der Heilfamen Worte”, 2 Tim. 1, 13; 
»Gelig ift, der da Viet und die horen die Worte”, Offend. 1, 3, 
nebjt vielen andern Stellen Vetveis genug fiir die Unantajtbarfeit 
der Schrift. Das Annehmen der gangen Schrift, das Nichtshingutun 
und Nichtsdavontun ijt fo flar im Worte Gottes felber qefordert, dak 
wir gleichfam fortwahrend unter dem Cinflug de3 WAusdrucées jtehen 
ndexr fish fiirdtet vor meinem Wort”, Jef. 66, 2. 

Neder tvahre Theolog, ja jeder wirflide Bibeldhrijt tweik, was die 
Heilige Schrift bon ihrem eigenen Urfprung fagt. Gie fagt, um e3 
furg gujammengufafjen, dDaB die ganze Schrift, das ijt, alle fanonifden 
Biicher Alten und Neuen Teftament3, bon Gott eingeqeben find, dak 
fraft Der Ynfpiration der Heilige Geijt getwifje Perfonen gu ge- 
wijjen Zeiten angetrieben hat, getvifje hijtorifdhe Tatfachen fotwoh!l twie 
abjolute Offenbarungen feines HeilSiwillen3, befonder3 das Wort bon 
der Verfohnung durd Chrijtum, aufgufdhreiben und gu verfindigen. 
Bei diejer Cingebung hat allerdings der Heilige Geift fich der natiir- 
licen Gaben, der angeeigneten Fabigkeiten und der menfdlicen Kennt- 
niffe der Heiligen Schreiber bedient; aber vor allem hat er ihnen da3 
Geheimnis der Erlodfung durch Chrijtum fundgetan; da3 von Natur in 
feineS Menjchen Herz gefommen ijt, und da alles in einer folchen 
Weife, dak fic in den Originaldofumenten fein Fehler fand, tweder in 
der gottliden Lehre und HeilSwahrheit nod in den Mitteilungen auf 
Dem Gebiete der Gefdhichte noch in irgendeinem andern Punfte gott- 
lichen oder menjfdlicen Wiffens (Geologie, Geographie, Aftronomie, 
PRiychologie, Radagogif, Biologie uftv.). Die Bibel, alB die bon Gott 
eingegebene Schrift, ijt billig irrtumslos bis gu den eingelnen Wortern 
und Sudjtaben, namic) infofern diefe Iebteren Wiorter bilden, fo 
dak man nicht nur aiwifden Singular und Plural unterfdjeidet, fondern 
fogar auf den fleinjten Buchjtaben und auf den Tiittel gu achten hat. 

Wir finden, dak unfer Heiland Yoh. 10,35b mie Matth. 5,18 
eben diefe Stelung gum Alten Teftament, refp. gum Gefeb, eingenom- 
men bat. C€benfo berubt das Argument de3 Apojtels Paulus Gal. 
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3,16b auf eben dem geringen Unterfdied gwifden der Mtehrzahl und 
der Cingahl in Gen. 22,18. Fiir ihn ijt das Wort der Schrift un- 
antajtbar. Und fo mu e8 fiir uns fein. Wahrend wir allerdings 
Weifen der Ynfpiration unterfdeiden, namlich infofern als der Heilige 
Geijt bet den Hijtorifden Teilen der Schrift oft die direften perfinlicjen 
Kenntniffe Der Schreiber veriwertete, aber durch feine Gingebung die 
Miglichfeit auch de$ geringjten Febhlers ausfchaltete, fo diirfen twir doch 
unter feinen Umjtanden Grade der Ynjpiration annehmen, tropdem 
wir fofort gugeben, dDaB nicht alle eile der Schrift bon gleidhem Wert 
find fiir Glauben und Leben. 

€3 mu hier noch befonders betont twerden, dak wir uns unfer 
Urteil nicht triiben lajjen diirfen durch den Cinwurf von Lesarten und 
Varianten in der Schrift. Diefe gehoren nicht in die Lehre von der 
Snfpiration hinein, fondern werden durch eine niichterne Textfritif und 
eine berjtandige Uniwendung gefunder hermeneutifder Regeln befeitigt. 
Und wenn das ja nicht der Fall fein jollte, fo tei doch jeder Theolog, 
dak die Varianten in nur verfdhwindend wenigen Fallen die Lehre einer 
Schriftitelle beeinflujjen und daf jie in feinem Falle eine fare Schrift- 
ftelle, die fich fonft in einem eintwandfreien Spruch findet, umjtoRen. — 
Wuch der Unterfdied gwifdhen Homologumena und Antileqomena im 
Neuen Tejtament gehirt nicht in die Lehre von der Ynjfpiration, auger 
indireft, fondern in das Gebiet der Bjagogif. Wenn ein Theolog denn 
wirklich nicht die itbergeugung getwinnen fann, dah jedes Buch de3 Neuen 
Tejtaments, wie in unferm Konvolut enthalten, gum Kanon, da heift, 
gum injpirierten Worte Gottes, gehirt, dann bleibe er bet den Homo- 
fogumena, two alle Lehren, die gur Geligfeit nitig find, nebjt vielen 
andern flar und deutlich aufgezeichnet find. — Und endlich darf aud 
der Cintwand, dak eS fich bet der Wuslequng vieler Stellen um eregetifde 
eragen handelt, nicht gu fehr betont werden. Die Schrift ijt feine 
wwachjerne Naje, und wer twirflid) auf Grund einer gefunden Hermeneutif 
Eregefe und nicht Cisegefe treibt, wird fid mit andern glaubigen 
Theologen iiber die meiften eregetifden Fragen verftandigen fonnen. 
3 gilt in den meiften Fallen nur, ohne vorgefakte Meinungen an die 
Schrift Herangutreten und feine Vernunft gang und gar gefangengu- 
nehmen unter den Gehorfam Chrijti; dann wixd der Prozentfab der 
beridiedenen Wuffajfungen von Velweisftellen, befonders bet den loci 
classici, bald auf ein Minimum ferabjinfen. ,Die Schrift fann 
nit gebroden werden”, felbjt nicht dDurd unfere Untwiffenheit oder, 
fagen twir Tieber, durch die Ungulanglidfeit de3 menfdliden Wiffens. 

Was folgt nun hieraus fiir unfere Stellung gur 
Shrift? Cinmal die3, dah fein [utherifher Theolog, iiberhaupt fein 
Vibeltheolog, in Ungewifheit fein darf betreffs der Schrift und 
der Sehriftlehren. Wer feiner Sache nod) nicht getwif ijt, der gehirt nicht 
auf, fondern unter die Rangel oder den Lehrftubl. Schon Theophilus 
follte durch den ChangeliumSbericdt de3 Qufas gemiffen Grund 














118 nDie Schrift fann nicht gebroden werden.” 





erfahren der Lehre, die er gelernt hatte. Und mie Paulus fchreibt 
an Titus, dak ein Bifchof halten joll ob dem Wort, das gewif ijt 
(xara ty didaxnv motod Adyov), KRap.1,9. Die gangen Paftoralbriefe 
feben Diefe Stellung boraus und zielen dDarauf hin. Und der Wpoftel 
Petrus ftellt den Grundjak auf (1 Petr.4,11): ,So jemand redet, 
Dag er’3 rede alS Gottes Wort.” Dies fonnte aber (wie eS ja 
an und fiir fich ijt) nicht [ebendig, fraftiq und fdarfer denn ein givei- 
fchneidig Schtwert fein, wenn jfeine Lehrer in ihrer Stellung gu dem 
Wort und in ihrer Verteidigung de$ Wortes ihrer Sache nicht gewip 
todren. Wuch hier gilt das Wort 1 Mor. 14,8: ,,So die Pofaune einen 
undeutlichen Ton gibt, wer will fich gum Streit riijten?” 

Zum andern Ddarf man in Befenntnisfragen den Unterfchied atwi- 
fen Fundamentallehren und Nichtfundamentallehren nicht urgieren. 
Wo e3 fich um den perfonliden Glauben des eingelnen als Gliedes der 
una sancta handelt, da ijt e3 eine Sache atwifcen ihm und feinem Gott. 
Selbjt dann wird fein wahrer Chrift mifjentlicd eine Hare Schriftlehre 
Teugnen und alfo dem Worte Gottes ungehorfam fein; denn dadurcdh 
iwiirde er fich ja in Gegenfab gu dem Gehorjam Chrijti und Gottes 
ftellen. €r mag daher in manden, ja in vielen Nichtfundamentallehren 
uniwijjend fein oder auf der andern Geite infolge einer gliictlichen 
Snfonfequeng mit feinem Herzen (und Glauben) nicht der falfden Auf- 
fafjung feines Sntellefts folgen, twie das ja vielfadh bet Calvinijten und 
Spnergijten gefdieht. Gn dem oHffentlicken Befenntnis einer Gemeinde, 
ciner Rirchhengemeinjdaft, einer Synode, darf dann feine noch fo geringe 
AWbweidung von dem flaren Wort Gottes anerfannt und geduldet werden. 
Sn der Vehre und im Befenntnis ciner Kirde ftehen 
alle Teile der Sdrift auf einer Stufe. Val. 1 Kor. 1,10. 

Unfere Stellung zur Schrift und gu dem Diftum unfers Heilandes 
»dDie Schrift fann nicht gebrocen werden” mu darum dritten3 mit 
allem Sndifferenti8mus breden. Wir twiffen, twas die 
Schrift von der Gleidhgiiltigfeit geqen das Herrliche Gut der reinen 
Wahrheit jagt. Unfer Heiland fagt im lebten BVerje de3 Matthaus- 
ebangeliums: ,Rehret fie halten alles, twas ich euch befohlen habe.” 
Cbenfo far redet der HErr Yoh.8,31: ,So ihr bleiben werdet an 
meiner Rede, fo feid ihr meine rechten Singer.” Cr fpricht nicht: 
an einem Teil meiner Rede, eta an dem Teil, den ihr fiir den twich- 
tigften Haltet, fondern er redet allgemein und umfaffend: ,an meiner 
Rede”. Und diefe Rede ijt jedenfallS nad der herfimmiliden Wuffaljung 
gu identifizgieren mit Den Worten und mit dem Wort, bon dem 
der HErr Yoh. 17,8.14.17 redet. Wie alle Gottesverheifungen Ya 
in ifm und Wmen in ihm find”, 2 Kor. 1, 20, fo find alle Worte, die er 
perjinlich geredet hat oder die er Durch feine Changelijten und Apoftel 
hat aufgeichnen lafjfen, Geijt und Leben, Yoh. 6,63. Wenn wir aus 
Liebe gu ihm fein Wort halten follen, fo diirfen wir tweder den eigent- 
lichen Glaubenslehren nod irgendwelchen andern Lehren der Schrift 
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gleidgiiltig gegeniiberjtehen, fondern miiffen das ganze Bibelbuch an- 
fehen nicht alS Menjchentwort, fondern, wie e3 denn twabhrhaftig ijt, 
al Gotte3 Wort, 1 Thefj.2,13. Wir follen ,halten an dem Vorbild 
der heilfamen Worte”, an der gangen Beilage, die in der Lehre Chrijti 
und der Wpoftel enthalten ijt. C3 wird bon un ertwartet, dak wir ob 
dem Glauben (in diefem Falle der Glaubenslehre) fampfen, 
der einmal den Heiligen vorgegeben ijt, Yud.3. Gomit ijt der Qn- 
dijfferentismus unbvertraglid mit einer fonfequenten Stellung gu der 
Heiligen Schrift als dem Worte Gottes. 

€3 folgt hierauf ferner, dak unfere Stellung gur Sdhrift von uns 
berlangt, dak wir allem UnioniSmus_ entgegentreten. Denn 
Unionismus beruht in der Regel auf einem der fchon genannten itbel: 
Ungewipheit, dem itberjehen von Differengen in Nichtfundamental- 
fehren (und auch oft in Fundamentallehren) oder dem Yndifferentismus. 
Unionismus ijt das Yqnorieren von Lehrdifferengen bet einem aukeren 
Zufammenfdlug mit folden, mit denen man bvorber nicht in Union, 
mit denen man fich nicht in wabhrer Cinigfeit des Geiftes befand. 
Unioni8mus ijt Rirdhengemeinfdaft jeder Art und jedes 
Grades ohne Befenntnisgemeinfmaft. C8 ijt nicht ndtig, 
auf diefe Sache de3 Tangeren eingugehen, da dieS fcjon twiederholt in 
den Tebten Jahren gefchehen ijt.*) E83 diirfte in mweiteren Mreijfen bez 
herzigt tverden, toas ein Cinfender an den Lutheran (30. Marz 1930) 
fehreibt: “True church unity .. . will not be brought about by an easy 
accommodation of our practises and usages to those of others. To 
bring about this desired consummation leads one on a more rugged 
road than an agreement in outward practise, which is of a piece with 
the shallowness of the age in which we live.” Und die Worte Luthers 
diirften in unjern Tagen etivaS mehr behergzigt werden: , Wo feine 
Gewipheit ijt, da ift auch fFeine Ginigfeit.... Der 
innerlicde Geijt, fage ich, macht allein, dak man einmiitig im Hanje 
gujammentoohne; der Lehrt einerlei glauben, einerlei 
ridten, einerlei erfennen, etnerlet priifen, einerlei 
TeHren, einerlet befennen und einerleit Dingen fol- 
gen. Wo der nit ijt, da iftes unmiglid, dak Cinig- 
feit fei.” (Luther Antwort auf HSeinrid3 VIIT. bon England Buch. 
XTX, 345.) 

Wuf Grund unferer Stellung zur Schrift miiffen wir uns fohliehlicdh 
gegen alle falfhen Schliffe wenden, die die Vernunft etwa 
gegen die Lehre der Schrift gu ziehen geneigt ift. Cin folder Trug- 
{ehlup ijt der der Calvinijten: Daraus, dak Gott gewiffe Menjfchen gur 
Seligfeit ermabhlt hat, folgt, dak er die andern gur etvigen Verdammnis 
beftimmt hat. Dagegen aber fpricht die Lehre von der allgemeinen 
Gnade. Die universalis gratia mu, neben der sola gratia fejtgehalten 


*) Man vergleice die Lifte an einer andern Stelle diefer Nummer. 
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werden. Das Sdhicfjal derer, die verlorengehen, wie auch das der Beit- 
glaubigen, gehirt nicht in die Lehre bon der Gnadenwahl. Gottes 
Wort offenbart flar gwet Fafta: Dag Menfdjen felig werden, ijt gang 
und gar der Gnade Gottes in Chrijto gugujdreiben; dak fie vberlorenz 
geben, ijt ihre eigene Schuld. — Cin anderer falfhher Schluk ijt der be- 
fannte melandthonfde, der die Erflarung dafiir fucht, dak Gott gewwiife 
Menjfchen gur Seligfeit erivahlt, andere dDagegen nicht: Necesse est, 
aliquid in nobis esse. Diefer Schluf ijt mider die Schrift, die far 
lehrt, dag alle Menjchen von Natur blind, tot und Gott feind find. 
Legtere Tatfache entfraftet auch den Schlug, dak vor der Befehrung 
(im Ginne bon Wiedergeburt) ein Beitpuntt oder ein Buftand angenom- 
men twerden mitfje, wo der Menjch fich wie wider, fo auch fiir die Gnade 
entfdeiden, die Gnade annehmen oder abtweifen fonne (status inter- 
medius). Cin ahnilicder faljdher Schlup findet fich in Dem Gab: Wenn 
die Befehrung allein bon Gottes Gnade und nicht auch bom ridtigen 
Verhalten de3 Menjfchen abhinge, miikten wir eine gmingende und 
unwiderftehlide Gnade annehmen — twas fdon durch den Hinz 
tweis auf Ddiejenigen, die nicht befehrt werden, abgetviefen wird. — 
Bu diefer Serie falfdher Scbhliifje gehort auch der befannte fynergiftijde: 
Weil Gott verlangt, dak Menfden zum Glauben fommen follen, fo muf 
folgen, dag die Menfdjen fich fiir die Gnade Gottes entfdheiden finnen. 
Dagegen gilt: A debito ad posse non valet consequentia. — Gin 
neuerer Trugfdhlup findet fich in der Form: Weil Yrrtiimer in Nidt- 
fundamentallehren nicht bom Chrijtentum ausjdlieBen, dDarum fonnen 
Nutheraner mit allen Fundamentalijten Rangel-, Altare und Gebets- 
gemeinfdaft pflegen. Dagu fagen wir aber auf Grund der Schrift: 
Distinguendum est. Wa in der Kirche im eigentliden Sinn, in der una 
sancta, gilt und im Wpoftolifum gedect ijt, fann nicht ausgedehnt werden 
auf fidhtbare Rirchengemeinfdjajten, teil da die Schrift felber flare Cin- 
fhranfungen gemadt hat. — Hierher gehirt cin Sdhluf, der in unferer 
Beit oft gehort wird, namlid dak, tenn jich gewwiffe Qutheraner iweigern, 
mit denen, die fich bon ibnen getrennt haben, gemeinfdaftlice Gottes- 
Dienjte gu halten, jie ihnen dadurch das Chriftentum, refp. das Luthertum 
abjpracjen, toogegen gu jagen ijt, dab fich diefe Stellung durdaus nach 
der Forderung der Schrift ricdtet, die nur bei BVefenntniseinigfeit in 
rebus, phrasibus et praxi (namlid im Befolgen der beiderjeits anerfann- 
ten Befenntnifje) Gemeinfdhaft im Gottesdienjt geftattet. — Cin Trug- 
fGlug, der fich bet verfdiedenen Sdwarmern gefunden hat: Weil alle 
Glaubigen Kinige und Priefter vor Gott find, darum fteht e3 allen 
fret, aud) bon Gemeinfdafts megen gu lehren und die Saframente 3u 
berivalten; twogegen gu fagen ijt, bak Gott felber einen Zaun gegogern 
hat, indem er das Pfarramt eingefebt hat, dem die Verwaltung de3 
Umtes der Sechliifjel bon Gemeinfdafts wegen iibertragen wird, und 
atvar eben durd die Gemeinde. Cin Analogon ijt die Tatjache, dak Gott 
jedem normalen erwadfenen Menfdjen das Fortpflangungsbermigen 
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gegeben bat, dak er aber felber die Cinfdranfung gemadt hat, dak diefes 
Vermigen fic) nur in einer rechten Che betatigen darf. — Unter andern 
falfdjen Sehliifjen finnte man den nennen, der aus der Tatfade de3 
Zufammenarbeitens einiger apoftolijden Gemeinden die gittliche Wutori- 
tat einer Synode folgern wollte oder der aus dem Rechte des eingelnen 
Chrijten, die Cingelabfolution Zu erteilen, da Recht diefes Chrijten oder 
einer beliebigen Zufammenjebung von Chrijten, die Erfommunifation 
oder den eigentliden firdhliden Bann gu vberhangen, folgern twollte. 

8 ijt eine groge, eine ungeheure BVerantivortung, die auf allen 
treuen Chrijten und fonderlich auf allen getwifjenbaften Dienern de3 
Wortes liegt. Aber wir diirfen uns diefer Verantwortung nicht ent- 
giehen. ,Die Schrift fann nicht gebrodjen werden.” Wir miiffen mit 
dem WApoftel Paulus alle Vernunft gefangennehmen unter den Gehorfam 
Chrijti. Und das bedeutet fir alle, dak wir immer fleiiger und genauer 
die Schrift und dann die fymbolijden Viicher unferer Kirche und Luthers 
Schriften jtudieren. ¥. ©. Krebmann. 
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Rim. 3, 24. 25a: Bndem fie geredtfertigt werden 
umfonft Durd feine Gnade, dDurd die Losfaufung, 
die in Chrifto FEfu ift; den Gott vorgefebt hat als 
Gnadenftuhl durd den Glauben in feinem Slut. 

Diefe Stelle ijt aus jenem getwaltigen Paragraphen des Rimerz- 
briefeS genommen, der uns die Rechtfertigung de3 armen Giinders vor 
Gott mit unmifbverftandlider Klarheit vorfiihrt. Der Rontraft wird 
bon dem Apojtel in geradegu itbertwaltigender Weife dargelegt, wenn er 
B.23 fehreibt: ,, Nicht namlich ijt ein Unterjdhied; denn alle haben ge- 
fiindigt und ermangeln de3 Ruhmes Gotte3” (Gen. obj.: den fie vor 
Gott haben follten). 

Und nun fommt der diametrale Gegenfabk de3 Gedanfen3: indDem 
fie geredtfertigt merden umfonft. Chen diefe Menfden, 
die Siinder find, denen aller Rum vor Gott gang und gar abgebt, die 
in feiner Hinficht, in feiner Beziehung, fich vor Gott riihmen fonnen, 
find dixacobuevor. Sie find nicht an und in fich gerecht, auch werden fie 
nicht fraft einer gratia infusa gerecdht gemacht, fondern fie werden ge-z 
rechtfertigt, geredt erflart. Das ijt die VSedeutung des Verbums. 
Nicht nur erlangen die Menfden den Freifpruch, fondern fie werden in 
den Bujtand des Geredhtfeins verfebt, e3 wird ifnen die Geez 
redtigfeit Chrifti gugerednet. Der Sinn de3 Verbums ijt 
deflarativ. C3 befagt ein Geredtjein nach dem richterliden Urteil 
Gottes. (Vgl. Stidhardts Ausfiihrungen, Rimerbrief, 131 ff.) 
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Und twie fcon hierdurd alles Verdienft auf feiten de3 Menfdjen 
ausgefdlofjen wird, fo noch) mehr durch die doppelte Modifizierung 
pumfonft” und ,durd feine Gnade”. Die Zurednung und Zueigniung 
der Geredhtigkeit Chrijti, die Rechtfertiqung der Giinder gefdhieht fret 
und umfonjft, gefdenfweife, in feiner Weife als Belohnung fiir irgend 
etivaS, twas die Menfdhen ibrerfeits getan, tie fie fich gu Gott verhalten 
haben. Dagu fommt nod der Wusdrud ,,fraft feiner Gnade“, bermige 
feiner freien Ould und Liebe. Dabei geigt die Betonung de3 adrod, 
Dag die Rechtfertiqung der Menjdjen eben eingig und allein das Werk 
der freien Gnade Gottes ijt. 

Und nun bringt der Wpojtel einen jubordinierten, einen erflarenden 
Bufab: Durd die Losftaufung, die in Chrifto SEfu ift. 
Das Nomen azoddrowors tvird befonders bon dem Apojtel Paulus mit 
Hinficht auf die Crldfung von Giinde, Strafe, Tod fonftant in feiner 
etymologifden Bedeutung gebraucht, fo dagB eS heift ,,Losfaufung”. 
Val. Matth. 20, 28; Mark. 10, 45; 1 Tim. 2, 6; Tit. 2,14. Wir 
find Durch den Schriftgebraud) gendtigt, die jtrifte Bedeutung de3 Er- 
faufen3, Eriwerben3, Losfaufens durch Begahlung de3 Kaufpreifes bet- 
gubehalten. — Und twas ijt der Preis, der bet diefer Losfaufung erlegt 
worden ijt? MNichts anderes als Chrijtus FCjus felbjt, fein cigenes 
Leben. Er hat fich felber hingegeben, er hat fich felbft geopfert. Und 
Dabei ijt ,durd Chrijtum YEfum” fo viel wie ,durch Chrifti Blut”. 
Gph. 1, 7; Kol. 1,14; 1 Petr. 1, 18. 19. 

Diefe Tatjache wird im nachiten Sab deS tweiteren ausgefiihrt: 
Den Gott vorgefebt hat alS Gnadenftuhl, als Sihn- 
deel. Go ijt die Losfaufung, die Erlifung, durch Chriftum erfolgt, 
Dadurd namlich, dak Gott eben diefen Chrijtum vorgejtellt, ihn vor 
aller Welt dargejtellt hat, und zwar als thaorjorov. Dies Wort follte 
hier nicht wie in der Authorized Version mit dem Wbjtraftum “pro- 
pitiation” twiedergegeben werden; denn der durch die LXX gefiderte 
Spradgebrauch des Wortes gibt e3 als tberfebung de3 hebraifden 
NiBD, twas eben den Decfel der Bundeslade, den Gnadenjtuhl des Alten 
Teftaments, bedeutet. Der AWusdrud ijt alfo dem i8raelitifcjen Opfer- 
ritus entnommen. Wie im Alten Teftament durch das Vefprengen des 
Siihndedel3 am grofen Verfdhnungstage das Volf entfiihnt twourde, fo ijt 
dDurd das Blut Chrijti, das er felber von feinem heiligen Kirper mildig-z 
lich ausgegojjen hat, die ganze Welt entfiihnt, fo dDagB nun die objeftive 
Rechtfertigung, die Verfohnung, vor allen Menjden bereit liegt und nur 
deS glaubigen Wnnehmens bedarf. 

Chrijtus ijt Siihndeckel, Gnadenjtubhl, fraft feines eigenen Blutes. 
Er ijt gugleich Opfer und Priejter. ,,.Mit feinem eigenen Blute ge- 
geichnet und befprengt, jteht Chrijtus als der rechte neuteftamentlide 
Gnadenjtuhl in der Mitte gwifden den fiindigen Menfden, den Gefebes- 
iibertretern, und dem grogen Heiligen Gott und decét alle unfere Giinde, 
Sdhuld, Shande und Bloke vor Gottes Wugen gu, fo dak Gott fie nicht 
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mehr fieht, nidjt mehr anfieht, fie uns nicht mehr gurechnet.“ (Stid- 
Hardt.) 

Und diefe tunderbaren Giiter und Gaben der Redhtfertigung, der 
Gerechterflarung, twerden uns gugecignet, mitgeteitlt dDurd den 
Glauben. Nicht als ob die Tatigfeit de3 Glaubens in irgendeiner 
Weife berdienjtlid ware, jondern der bon Gott gefchenfte Glaube ijt die 
Tatigkeit, die die Gerechtigfeit Chrijtt ergreift und fich gueignet. Go find 
wir verfohnt, fo jind wir geredhtfertigt. Go ijt CHhrijtus in der Tat und 
in Der Wahrheit unfer Verjshner, unfer Erlofer. 


1 Ror. 1, 830: Wus dem feid aber aud ihr in Chrijto 
SEju, Der gemadht worden ift uns von Gott gur 
Weisheit wie aud zur Geredhtigkeit und zur Heili-z- 
gung und gur Erlofung. 

Die Veziehung diejes Sabes auf das Vorhergehende hat manchen 
Wuslegern Schiwierigfeiten bereitet. Wber der Sab, wie er im Urtert 
fteht, fann nicht bedeuten: ,,€3 fommt bon Gott her, dak ihr in Chrijto 
SGju fetid”; denn das ware dem allgemeinen griechifden Sprach- 
gebrauch tie auch infonderheit dem paulinijdhen Spracdgebrauch gutwider, 
der immer twieder den Ausdruc ,in Chrijto fein” gebraucht. Wir finnen 
alfo umfchreiben: ,,WUber e3 ift in Chrijto SEfu, dak ihr in ihm [Gott] 
feid”, oder: ,€uer neues Leben, das aus Gott ftammt, beruht in 
Chrijto FEfu.“ 

Das ijt der Gedanfe, den der Apojtel gum Wusdrucé bringt. Vor 
Gott namlic) fann fich fein Menfch rithmen, und das gilt auch von den 
Chrijten. Denn in ihm beruht eS, feine allmadtige Gnade 
ijt Der Grund, dak die Glaubigen in Chrijto find, dap ihr Glaube 
und ifr gange$ Chrijtentum auf ifm und in ihm beruht, dap fie in fo 
tounderbarer Gemeinjcdhaft mit ifm ftehen und wandeln. CS wird eben 
der AmtSname de3 Heilandes befonders betont; denn der Gefalbte 
Gottes ijt der Erlofer, und durch fein dreifaches Wmt hat er den Stand 
der Chrijten mdglicgh gemadt. Die AWuffajjung de3 Chriftenftandes alZ 
aus Gott” ijt nicht erflufip johanneijch, fondern auch genuin paulinijd. 
Val. 1 Ror. 8, 6; 10, 12; 12, 6; 2 Kor. 4, 6; 5, 18. Der gange 
Zufammenhang tweijt Darauf hin, dag Gott Urheber und Quelle des 
geijtlichen Lebens der Chrijten ijt, dak ihre Gottesjohnfdaft fein Werk 
ijt, Gal. 3, 26 ff. 

Und nun bringt der Relativjak die tweitere Entfaltung des Gez 
Danfens, tie Das Leben der Glaubigen in Chrijto fteht und auf Chrijfto 
berubt, wie dad geijtliche Leben von Gott aus vermittelt ijt. Chriftus 
SEfus ijt uns gemacht worden, namlid fraft de3 etwigen 
gottliden Ratfcdhlufjes oder durch die Tatjache feiner Menfdiwerdung; er 
hat die Erlijung der Sitnderiwelt hinausgefiihrt. Cr ijt von Gott ge- 
madt worden zur Weisheit, wobei copia mit Nadhdrud voranjteht. 
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Chrijtus ijt die ewige twefentlidhe Weisheit; aber in ihm, in feinem 
menfdlicjen Rirper, Viegen auc) im Stande feiner Crniedrigung, in 
feiner Menfdheit, alle Schabe der Weisheit und der Crfenntnis ver- 
borgen, Rol.2,3.9. Die etwige gittlide Weisheit ijt in ihm verfdrpert. 
Und er ijt uns gur Weisheit gemacht. Die unerfcdhopflice Fille der 
gottliden Erfenninis in ihm foll uns gugute fommen, fo dak auch mir 
in der Gnade und in der Crfenntinis SCju Chrijti wachfen und gunehmen. 

Die andern Subjtantiva find den erjten beigeordnet und geiwijfer- 
magen untergeordnet: wie aud gur Geredtigfeit und zur 
Heiligung und gur Erlofung. Chrijtus ijt uns gemacht gur 
Geredhtigfeit. Dies bedeutet nicht feine wefentlide Gerechtigfeit, 
twie befonders reformierte Wusleqer angeben; denn dann iware er nicht 
Dagu gefebt oder gemacht worden. Der gerechte Knecht Gottes macht 
bielmehr Darum und damit gerecht, teil er — und dadurch, dDaR er — 
Die Siinde tragt, Jef.53,11. Qn diefem Sinne ijt er ,der HErr, der 
unjere Gerechtigfeit ijt”, Jer. 23,5. Bal. Gal. 2,16.17; Rom. 1, 17; 
8, 21ff. Gr hat durch fein jtellbertretendes Leiden und Sterben die 
Gerechtigfeit, die bor Gott gilt, ertvorben und ijt eben damit un zur 
Geredchtigfeit gemacht. 

Ebenfo fteht aud Heiligung nicht im Ginne bon mefentlider 
Heiligkeit, und gwar aus demjelben Grunde wie bei der Geredhtigfeit 
alZ Folge feines Verfohnungswerfes. Chriftus ijt uns gemacht gur 
Heiligung, zur Heiligfeit, teil er Durch feine vollfommene Erfiillung de3 
Gefebes unfere Heiligung, unfere Heiligfpredung, miglid) gemacht und 
inS Werk gefebt hat. Kraft feines Werkes fann eS jebt gefdehen, da 
tir in der Wahrheit Gottes geheiligt werden, Yoh.17,19. Die er 
gerecht gemacht hat, die heiligt er nun aud. 1 Ror. 6, 11; val. Rom. 
6, 19—22; 1 Chef. 4, 3. 4. 7; 1 Tim. 2, 15; Gebr. 12, 14. — Der 
lebte Begriff ijt Der weitefte von allen, indem namlich von Chrijto gefagt 
wird, dak er un8 gemacht ijt zur Erlifung. Denn das Wort 
anohitowors fann hier faum nur in feiner engjten Bedeutung ,,Lo03- 
faufung” jtehen, jondern mahrend e3 Zuriicfdhaut auf den Rreugestod 
auf Golgatha, wo das Blut Chrijti als Lofegeld erlegt worden ift, faut 
eS gugleich aufz und vorivarts gu der endlicken Befreiung der Glauz 
bigen von allem tibel und zu dem Aushelfen gu feinem himmlifden 
Reich, 2Tim. 4,18. Calov bemerft: ,,Primum Christi donum, quod 
inchoatur in nobis, et ultimum, quod perficitur.“ Diefe Erlsfung ijt 
Darum nichts andere al3 die lebte Befreiung bon dem Dienft de verz 
gangliden Wefens, die den Cingang gu der endliden Freiheit der 
Kinder Gottes bedeutet. Dagu ift uns Chriftus gefebt, und in diefem 
GSinne ijt er unfer Erlofer. ¥.E.Kregmann. 








Di8pofitionen iiber die alttirdlide Coangelienreihe. 125 


Dispofitionen iiber die altfirdhlide Cvangelienreife. 


Vierter Sonntag nad) Cpiphanien. 
Matth. 8, 2—27. 

WS der Apoftel Bohannes die getwaltigen Worte 1 Yoh. 1, 1—3 
frieb, mag ifm unter anderm auch da3 Ereignid vorgefdwebt haben, 
das in unjerm Gbangelium gefdildert wird. C3 ijt das eine Offenz 
barung der Herrlichfeit JCfu im Stande feiner Erniedrigung. Daher 
gilt auch 1 Joh. 1,4 bon unjerm Cbangelium. Das erfennen tir, tenn 
twit betrachten, 


Wie gewaltig JEfus feine Herrlidfeit anf dem Galiliijden Meer 
oifenbart: 
1. Die GSerrlidfeit feiner gittliden Liebe; 
2. Die Serrlidfeit feiner gittligden Allmadt. 


1. 

YB. 23.24. €3 war fiir FEjum ein fdhiwerer Tag gewefen. Vom 
friihen Morgen bis gum fpaten Whend hatte er groken Volfsmajjen ge- 
predigt, Marf.4,2.36; hatte mit jeinen Feinden eine langere Dis- 
putation gehabt, toobei jie ihn lajterten und fdmabhten, Mark. 3, 2 ff.; 
hatte viele Rranfe gebeilt. Wile Rrafte LeibeS und der Seele hatte er bis 
auf3 auperjte angefpannt, Mtarf.3,20.21. Todmilde, madte er den 
Vorfdlag: Mark. 4,35. RKaum vom Lande gejtowen, legte er fic hin 
und folie fofort feft ein, fo dak jelbjt das Heulen de3 Windes, das Tofen 
DeS Meeres, dex Gifdht der itber dem Schiff gufammenjdlagenden Wogen 
ifn nicht aufgutweden bermodjte. Cr, der allgetwwaltige Gott, in allen 
Stiicen feinen BVriidern gleich geworden! OHebr.2,17.18; 4,15. Der 
Wimaddhtige, Pj. 33,9, arbeitet, arbeitet fhmwer, miiht ficeh ab. Der Un- 
ermildlide, Sef. 40, 28, wird miide und matt. Der allem Fleifde feine 
Speife gibt, der nimmt fich nicht Beit, den eigenen Hunger gu jtillen. 
Der Hitter YSraels, Pj. 121, 4, fehlaft feft. Das hat er alles uns gez 
tan, jein’ grok’ Lieb’ gu geigen an.” Da3 ift eine gewaltige Predigt 
feiner gittlicden Seilandsliebe. Das hat er getan, damit er ein barm- 
herziger Hoberpriejter fein fonnte, Hcbr. 4,5, dex Mitleid mit uns haben 
fonnte, twenn deS Tages Laft und Hike, Arbeit und Verdrupy, Herzeleid 
und Enttaujdungen fchtwer auf und liegen; wenn mir de$ WAbends todz- 
miide unjer Lager auffucjen. Noch mehr: Durd) feine Arbeit hat er 
unfere Arbeit geheiligt, durch feinen heiligen, reinen, fiindlofen Schlaf 
unfern Schlaf geheiligt und gu einem gottigefalligen gemacht, indem er 
alle unterflieBenden bofen Gedanfen uf. durd feine Vollfommenfeit 
gejiihnt und gutgemadt bat. Nach getaner Arbeit fonnen wir nun mit 
gutem Geiwijfen unfere Seele Gott befehlen und Luthers Rat befolgen: 
/Ulsdann flugs und frohlic) gefdlafen.” Weil BEjus bet uns ijt, 
fonnen und follen wir tie er ruben, ohne un3 durd allerlet Gorgen den 
Sehlaf rauben, ohne uns durch unndtiges Gramen iiber erfahrene Widerz 
wartigfeiten und Beleidigungen die Rube ftdren gu laffen. Sider und 
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geborgen im Schub deffen, der fiir uns forgt, fonnen und follen tir 
neue RKrafte gu neuer Arbeit fammeln. Durch YEfum wird unfjere 
Arbeit fowohl als unfere Rube ein Gottesdienjt, wie FEfu ganges Leben 
ein fteter GotteSdienjt war. Welch eine Criveifung der Herrlichfeit 
jeiner gottliden Liebe, da er fich fo tief erniedrigt hat um unfertivillen, 
um ung gu erlojen, um un alle Angft und Sorge und jegliden Bincifel 
an unferer Geligfeit aus Dem Herzen zu nehmen, wir mogen nun ruben 
oder arbeiten! 2 


Der Sturm bricht herein. (Scildern.) Die Weisheit der Viinger 
ijt gu Ende. Gie weden BEfum. Er ijt der eingige Mubige und Bez 
jonnene inmitten der Wufregung in der Natur und im Hergen der 
Singer. Wuf ihren jtopweije hervorgebrachten Hilferuf fdaut er fie an 
und fudht erft Den Sturm im Herzen der Finger gu ftillen, BV. 26. Dann 
gejdieht das Wunder, BV. 26b. Er twagt e3, den Wind und das Meer 
gu bedrohen. Weldher Menjdh hatte getwagt, das zu tun? Wenn alle 
Kunjt der erfabrenen Schiffer verloren ijt, wie fann dann die fdiwade 
Stimme, die der Wind veriveht, die bom Sturmgeheul itbertont wird, 
etwas ausridten? Scheint das nicht toricht, Wahniwik? Aber YEfus 
fpricht nur giwei Worte, Marf. 4,39, und der Sturm in der Natur legt 
fich alsbald. Die Matur gehordt jchneller als die Yiinger. Urploglich, 
gegen Den Lauf der Natur, hort wie abgefdnitten der Sturmiwind auf, 
und das Meer, das eben noch bis in die unterjten Ticfen aufgewiihlt war, 
liegt jpiegelglatt Da. Da legt fich auch der Sturm im Herzen der Viinger, 
und anbetend rujen jie aus: B. 27. 

VEfus ijt der Stiller de Sturms in der Natur, der Stiller aller 
Stiirme im Herzen feiner CHhrijten. Das tut er, trogdem die Diinger 
geaiveifelt, trogdem jie fogar feine Liebe Zu ibnen verdadhtigt Hatten. 
Val. Marf. 4,38. So ojfenbart hier der HSErr FEfus fowoh!l gittliche 
Kraft als wiederum gottlicde Liebe. Hiren wir nur auf fein Wort! 
Seien wir nur nicht jo toricht, die Durch ihn angebotene Hilfe ausgu- 
fhlagen, den Frieden, den er un fchenfen will, bon uns abgutveijen! 

Theo. Catf{ ce. 


Siunfter Sonntag nad) Epiphanien. 
Matth. 13, 24—30. 
nw glaube eine heilige chrijtliche Kirche” ujiv. Damit meinen wir 
Die unfichtbare Kirche, die Gemeinde, in der fauter Heilige jind, die 
Rirdhe, die auf Dem Grunde der AWpojtel und Propheten jteht, da FEjus 
Chrijtus der Cekjtein ijt. Dieje ijt unbejieqbar; die Pforten der Holle 
follen fie nicht itberiwaltiqen. Cie ijt die Braut Chrijti, die er felbjt 
giert und jchmiict, dak fie ohne Flecfen und Runzgeln, untadelig, dajtebt. 
Weil aber in dem vorliegenden Gleichnis gejagt wird, daf, Unfraut 
unter Dem Weigen jteht, jo fann dort nicht die unfidtbare Kirche gemeint 
fein. Der HErr gibt un vielmehr cinen Unterricht dariiber, wie e3 in 
dex fichtbaren Kirche zugeht. Wir Chrijten jollen das wiffen, damit wir 
bor sirgernis und jdhiwerer Anfechtung mit VSegug darauf bewahrt bleiben. 
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Der Zuftand in der driftliden Kirdhe auf Erden. 
1. €©S jfteht gar traurig in der RKirde. 
2.Uber gu feiner Beit wird der HOErr felbft 
Diefem Buftand cin Ende magen. 


1. 


BY. 24—26. Hier befdhreibt der HErr den Zuftand in der chrijt- 
lichen Rirde, in der Gugeren Chriftenheit. Der Menjch, der guten Gamen 
auf feinen Ucer fate, ift der HErr felbft. Der Acker ijt die Menfden- 
welt. Der gute Same ift das Wort Gottes, injonderheit das Cvan- 
gelium. Das ijt ein guter Game, weil cs die Menjfden, die es anz 
nehmen, gu feligen Gottesfindern madjt, jie twandelt und neu gebiert, 
daf fie als befreite, erlijte Gottesfinder Gott dienen in einem hHeiligen 
Wandel. Wie gut daher, daB folder Game gefat wird! 

Wher nun fommt der Feind, Satan, der Widerjader. Er ijt der 
abgefagte Feind Chrifti und feiner Kirche. Er will nicht, dak Menfdjen 
felig werden. Cr fucht, wo immer er fann, das Werk FEju gu hindern. 
Gr fuchte fehon FEjum an dem Werk der Erlofung zu hindern und nun 
auch an dem Werk der Wufridtung und Ausbreitung feines Reides. Cr 
fommt zur Nadhtzeit, aljo mit ijt; er berftellt fich, verbirgt fein mwahres 
Ungeficht, tragt ein Schafsfleid. 

Der Unfrautfame ijt die Viige, die Verneinung deS Wortes der 
Wahrheit, zur Beit der Wpojtel unter anderm dic Lehre, dag auch das 
Halten de3 mojaifden Gefjebes zum Seligiwerden nodtig jet; fpater die 
Srrlehren betreff$ der Perfon Chrijti (Wrius ufiw.); dann da3 Papjttum 
mit feinem Wuft feelenverderblicher Vitgen; in den Lebten Beiten die 
Liigen iiber die Heilige Schrift; daneben die alten Liigen immer wieder 
neu aujgefrijdht. Der Satan hat einen gropen Borrat von Unfraut- 
famen. 

Damit richtet er in der Chrijtenheit vicl Verivirrung an.  ,, Viel 
GSeften und viel Schtwwarmerei” uf. C3 ift cin bunter Haufe, der die 
fichtbare Rirdhe ausmadht. Weigen und Unfraut untereinander, Parteien, 
Die fich gegenfeitig heftiq befampfen. 

8 ijt ein groger Jammer. Viele ernfte Chrijten jtehen traurig da 
beim Wnblicf der Berrijfenheit in der Chrijtenheit. Man finnt auch auf 
Mittel und Wege, diejen traurigen Zuftand gu heilen. 

Wher der HErr lehrt uns in diefem Gleidnis, day er felbjt diejem 
Zuftand cin Ende machen wird gu feiner Beit. 


2. 

B.27—30. Die vertwunderte, beftiirgte Frage vieler Chrijten: 
Woher diefer traurige Bujtand? Diefe Frage wird hier furz und flar 
beantivortet. 

»Das hat der Feind getan.” C8 liegt nicht an Gott. C3 fommt 
auch nicht Daher, dak der Same nidt rein getwefen ware. Der Game ift 
gut. Gotte3 Wort ijt rein und flar. Mein, ,,das hat der Feind getan”. 
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Wher tie foll geholfen werden? Goll man das Unfraut ausreifen? 
Goll man alle Yrrlehrer mit Gewalt gum Schweigen bringen? Goll, 
man alle Unhanger der Frrlehren aus dem AWcfer der Welt ausrottien? 
(Gier fann furg auf das Vorgehen des Papjttums hingetwiejen werden: 
Snquifition uj.) Der HErr fagt nein. Warum nist? Weil wir nicht 
immer unterjdjeiden fonnen giwifden Weigen und Unfraut. Der HErr 
hat die Seinen auch in irrglaubigen Rirden. Da wir Beugnid gegen 
alle Srrlehrer ablegen, dak wir ermahnen, dak wir offentlide und unz 
bupfertige Siinder von der chrijtliden Gemeinde ausfdlieBen follen, das 
hat der HErr an andern Stellen gefagt, davon ijt in diejem Gleidnis 
nidt die Rede. 

Der HErr jelbjt will diejem traurigen Zuftand gu feiner Beit ein 
Ende maden. Der Buftand wird fo bleiben, bis feine Beit fommt. Das 
ijt Der Siingfte Tag. Da wird dann aiwijden Unfraut und Weizen ge- 
fdieden. Da werden die Glaubigen aus allen Kirden gefammelt, aud 
Die Heuchler. Und jeder fommt an feinen Ort. Die einen werden ins 
etvige Feuer getworfen; die andern, die Glaubigen, werden als eine 
bereinigte Herde mit dem HErrn eingehen in den Himmel. 

§. 3. Bouman. 


Sonntag Septuagefima. 
Matth. 20, 1—16. 
Das heutige Sonntagsevangelium ijt ein Gleidni3, das Gleich- 


ni bon den Arbeitern im Weinberg. Nur dann wird man ein Gleichni3 
richtig bverftehen, auslegen und antvenden, wenn man nicht itber das 
tertium comparationis Hinauggeht. Darauf ijt gang bejonders bet 
Diefem Gleichnis gu adten; man foll ja nicht folden Wuslegern folgen, 
die hier allerfei unterbringen wollen, was gwar fchriftgemap ijt, aber 
nicht im Rahmen des Tertes liegt. C8 gibt verjdhiedene Beitabjdnitte 
in der Gefdhichte deS ReicheSs Gottes; jeder, der in Chrifti Reid berufen 
wird, ijt gur Arbeit, nicht gum Miipiqgang berufen; Gott gibt aud 
Denen, die ifm treu dienen, einen berheipenen Gnadenlohn. Aber dies 
alles fommt nicht im Gleidnis zum Wusdruci und foll deshalb in der 
Predigt iiber diefen Tert nicht behandelt werden. Die Lehre, die Hier 
vorgetragen twird, ijt diefe: ,%us Gnaden feid ihr felig worden durd den 
Glauben, und dasfelbige nicht aus euch, Gottes Gabe ijt e3; nicht aus 
den Werfen, auf dak fich nicht jemand rithme”, Eph. 2,8. 9. 

Qn der Cinleitung mace man aufmerfiam auf die Hauptlehre der 
rijtliden Religion, die in der gangen Sehrift flar gelehrt wird; dann 
erflare man das Gleichni3, wodurd der OErr das Alleinzaus- 
Gnaden uns deutlicher machen und dejto mehr in unjere Herzen ver- 
tiefen will. Wie diejenigen, die um die elfte Stunde gedingt waren, auch 
ein jeglider feinen Grofden empfing gleich den andern, die de Tages 
Lajt und Hike getragen Hatten, und fo dicfen gleich gemacht worden find, 
B.9—12, meil fie eben nit nad BVerdienft belohnt wurden, 
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jondern weil die Gitte de3 Hausbaters, der Macht hat zu tun, was er 
will, mit Dem, toas fein ijt, ifnen tie den andern den Grofdjen gab, fo 
ijt e3 im Reich Gottes, in Gottes Himmelreid, in der Kirche Chrifti: 
nidt Verdienft oder Lohn, fondern Lauter Giite und 


nities Das Himmelreid) ijt ein Gnadenreid. 

Das twird un3 gefagt 

1. gur Lehre, damit man miffe, wie allein man 
in Das Gimmelreigd hineinfommt und deffen Segen 
empfangt. 

A. Wer ings Simmelreid berufen wird. 

a) Nicht die Wiirdigen. Die Bulaffung gu einem ixrdifdhen Beruf 
wird beftimmt dDurd Gejdhicd, Tauglicfeit uf. (Lehrer, WArgt, AUpothefer, 
Surijt, Handiverfer fiir verfdiedene induftrielle Berufssweige). Das ift 
gang in Der Ordnung, Luf. 6, 39; 1 Chron. 27, 8; Pred. 2,21; Dan. 1,4. 
Gollte aber diefer Mafftab fir die Verufung ins Himmel reich angelegt 
werden, fo fonnte fein Menfdh berufen werden; denn feit dem GSiindenz 
fall gibt eS feinen, der bon Natur zum Reide Gottes gefdictt ift. 

b) Gondern die Untiirdigen. Von Natur ijt der Menjch Gottes 
seind, Rim. 8,5—8; 5,10, und im Reich de3 Teufel3, woraus ibn 
Gott aus Gnaden herausrujft in fein Reid, 1 Petr. 2,9; Rol. 1,13. 
/Siele find berufen”, B.16, namlicgh durdhs Cvangelium. Wo das 
Evangelium gepredigt wird, da ergeht der Ruf de3 HErrn an alle, die 
am Marft diefer Welt mitgig jtehen, gur Arbeit in feinem Weinberg, 
¥.1—7. Dad ijt aber ein Gnadenruf; feiner fann darauf Anfprud 
machen. 

B. Wie man des GSimmelreih’s Segen empfangt. 

a) Nicht nad) Verdienft wird der Segen erteilt. Ym Reich diefer 
Welt gilt das Wort ,,Cin Arbeiter ijt fetnes Lohnes wert”, Vuf. 10, 7. 
Wollte Gott in feinem Himmelreich, in der Kirde, fo mit uns verfahren, 
jo miifte er un3 den mit unjern Giinden woblverdienten Lohn geben, 
die etwige Verdammni3, Eph. 2,3; Rim. 2,18.32; 6,23; Phil. 3,19. 
Wer bet Gott auf Recht pocht, dem fagt der HErr: ,,Nimm, twas dein ift, 
und gebe hin!” B.14. 

b) Gondern aus Gnaden. Wer nicht mit der Gnade de3 Schachers 
gujrieden ift, Der fommt nicht in den Himmel, Rim. 5,20,21. ,,Sft’s 
aber aus Gnaden, fo ijt’3 nit aus Verdienjt der Werke, fonjt wiirde 
Gnade nicht Gnade fein”, Rim. 11,6. Gerade diefe Wahrheit joll das 
Gleichnis uns veranfdaulicgen, VB. 9—16. Auch die zulebt Gedingten 
empfingen ein jeglicer feinen Grofdhen und wurden fo denen gleich- 
gemacht, die Des Tages Lajt und Hike getragen haben. Der Gausvater 
hatte Macht gu tun, was er wollte, mit Dem Seinen, und hat nun nit 
nach Recht und Verdienft ausgeteilt, fondern nad feiner Gitte. 

Durch feinen tatigen und leidenden Gehorjam hat uns Chriftus die 
Giite und Gnade Gottes, Vergebung der Siinden und ewiges Leben er 

9 
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tworben. Yn Chrijto liegt unfere Seligfeit als ein fertiges Gut vor, und 
durd3 Cvangelium wird fie uns dargeboten und gefdenft, 2 Ror. 5, 
18—21. ,@laube an den HErrn FCjum Chriftum, fo twirft du felig”, 
AWpojt. 16, 31. 

So fann nun aber einer, der aus Gnaden ins Himmelreicdh berufen 
und berfebt worden ijt, aud) nur aus Gnaden darin bleiben. Ded- 
twegen foll die Tatjade, dak das Himmelreid ein Gnadenreid ijt, uns 
aiveitens zur Warnung dienen. 

2. Zur BWarnung, damit, wenn man Darin ift, 
man wifje, wie allein man Darin bleiben fann. 

A. Gar mande, die ins Himmelreich berufen waren, find vor ihrem 
Nebensende hier auf Erden deSfelben wieder verlujtig geqangen. Die 
wider Den Hausbater murrten, teil er jo giitig war, fonnten ihres Weges 
gehen, @.11—14. ,,Wollt ihr auch meggehen?”  Diefe mwebhmiitige 
erage, die der Heiland einjt an die Brwdlfe ridtete, als viele feiner 
Singer inter fich gingen und nicht mehr mit ihm twandelten, Job. 6, 
66.67, vichtet der Heiland auch jebt in Tiebevoller Warnung an die 
Seinen. Leider bleiben viele nicht im Reich Chrifti, fie fehren der Kirche 
den Riicfen, obwwohl manche auerlich fich noch 3u einer chriftlicjen Ge- 
meinde alten. 

B. Warum? Nicht weil Gott nicht alle Menjcjen felig machen will, 
Soh. 3,16; 1 Tim. 1,15.16; 2,5.6; Mark. 16,16, fondern teil viele 
fich wieder in das Neb der Siinde verijtricen laffen, 1 Yoh. 2,15—17, 
und andere twegen ibrer guten Werfe, ihres grofkeren und langeren 
Dienjtes in der Kirche, ihrer gréperen Gaben fiir Gottes Reich, ihrer 
bejferen Crfenntnis und dergleiden mehr in pharifaijder Selbjtgerech- 
tigfeit fich iiber andere erheben und bon Gott nun einen berdienten 
Lohn ertwarten, BV. 10—12, und alfo nicht auf Gnade allein ihre 
Seligfeit und Hoffnung griinden. Sole verfderzen aus eigener Schuld 
ihre Geligfeit; jie wollen nicht allein aus Gnaden tie andere arme 
Giinder felig werden. Aber wabhrlich, ,hier gilt fein Verdienen, die 
eignen Werfen fallen hin”. Dagegen: ,.Worauf all unfer Glaube rubt, 
ijt Gnade durch de3 Lammes Blut.“ 

Die Warnung, die in der Tatjache liegt, dak das HSimmelreid cin 
Gnadenreich ijt, foll un3 nicht mit Furdht und Sehrecen erfiillen, als 
fonnten tir unjerer Geligfeit nicht gewif fein; im Gegenteil, die War- 
nung foll dDagu dienen, dak tir unfere Seligfeit allein auf die Gnade 
Gottes in Chrijto griinden und fo ganz gewif, find, day wir Ver- 
gebung der Giinden haben und als Gottes Auserivahlte gum etvigen 
Leben erhalten werden. 

Zum SehluZ made man die Anivendung, dak jeder fich felbjt priife, 
worauf er jeine Seligfeit griindet, und fordere alle, auch die groéften 
Siinder, auf, die bon Chrijto erworbene und im Evangelium dargebotene 
Gnade im Glauben angunehmen und fich ihrer allegeit gu freuen und Zu 
getrojten. Licd 234, 1. 9. 10. Ss. ©. Fri. 





Dispofitionen itber die altfirdlide Coangelienreihe. 


Sonntag Seragefima. 
Ruf. 8, 4—15. 


Die verfchiedene Wufnahme de3 Wortes Gottes wird uns in diefent 
Terte vor Wugen gefithrt. Der Tert handelt namlich ,bom viererlet 
Wcker” oder ,,bon viererlet Hdrern de3 Wortes”. — Der Boden, in den 
der Game de3 Wortes hineinfallen foll, ijt dad menfdlide Herz. Gibt e3 
nun bviererlet menfdjlicdhe Gergen? Nicht bon Natur. Von Natur ijt 
jedes Menfchenherz einem hartgetretenen Wege, einem Felsboden, cinem 
mit Dornen und Unfraut bejtandenen Ader gleich. Dak aus folchem 
Felsboden Acferland wird, das ift allein der gudttliden Gnade gu verz 
danfen. Gchade, dak diefes Werk der Gnade in fo vielen Fallen fo bald 
wieder gugrunde geht! Oamit dies nicht bei uns gefdebe, lagt uns ja 
bebergigen, was der Heiland uns Lehren twill in diejfem 


Gleidnis vom viererlet Ader oder von viererlet Hirern de3 Wortes. 
a lA 


B.5. Die Viinger verftanden das nicht und fragten YEfum, twas 
dics Gleichnis ware, V.9. BEfus fprach: 10a, und er legte ihnen dad 
Gleidnis aus, BV. 11.12. 

Wifo dex Game ijt das Wort Gottes, nicht Menjfchentand und Men-z 
fchenfiindlein. Der Samann ijt auch in diefem Gleichnis deS Menjchen 
Sohn. Der jtreut den Gamen aus durch jeine Diener. Cin Teil des 
Camens fallt an den Weg und wird gertreten, und die Vogel freffen ihn 
auf. QHiermit find die leichtfertigen, vergeblichen Hodrer abgemalt, die 
das Wort Hiren und nicht verftehen, nicht in ihr Herz fommen fajjen. 
Gedanfen ans Srdijde, an Geld, Vergniigen, Luftbarfeiten durdhlaufen 
ifr Herg und treten das Wort nieder, ja fegen e3 aus dem Hergen aus. 
Dahinter jtect der Teufel. Diefer unreine, fchwarze Vogel aus der 
Hille nimmt fo das Wort von ihren Herzen, dak fie nicht glauben und 
felig werden. — © wie traurig! Gehen wir ja gu, dak wir nicht zu 
Diefer Kaffe gehiren! Diecje Leute find bei allem auferliden Hdren 
doch im Grunde Veradter de3 Wortes, Verachter Gottes, der dann Zu 
ibnen fpricht: Ooj. 4, 6. 2 


Cine giweite Kaffe von Hdrern befdreibt der Heiland alfo: V.6.13. 
Wo hier fallt das Wort auf den Feljen, das heift natiirlich, nicht auf 
cinen nacten, fablen Feljen — da fonnte eS nie und nimmer aufz 
gehen —, fondern anf Felfengrund, auf cinen Felfen, der mit einer 
Ddiinnen Schicht Erde iiberzogen ijt. Dort geht e3 bald auf, tweil e3 nicht 
tiefe Erde hat. E83 fchiekt in die Hoihe, weil e3 nicht unter fich Wurzel 
fajjen fann. %Wber ebenjo jchnell verdorrt e3 wieder unter den fengenden 
Strablen der Sonne, tvcil e3 nicht viel Erde und darum nicht genitgend 
Saft hat. 

Das ift cine giweite Klafje von Hdrern de3 Wortes. Die nehmen 
das Wort mit Freuden an, nehmen e3 in ihr Herz auf, fommen wirflicd 
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gum Glauben und freuen fich ihres Glaubens und des gefundenen Heils. 
Gie jind aber mwetterwendijd. Wenn die Sonne der Triibfal heif drein 
fdeint, oder wenn der Wind der Verfolgung weht, dann argern fie fic 
und fallen wieder ab. Beijpiele: Hiobs Weib: ,,Seqne Gott und jtirb!“ 
gerner folche, die in Den Beiten der grogRen Chrijtenverfolgungen vor der 
Biijte de3 Kaifers Weihrauch jtreuten. Co heute viele. CSie werden oft 
bittere Feinde defjen, den fie einmal bon Herzen gelicbt haben. 

Mande Leute fagen: ,,€inmal in Gnaden, immer in Gnaden; 
einmal im Glauben, immer im Glauben.“ Diejer Text jtraft diefe 
Leute Viigen. Manche nehmen des Wortes, das fie mit Freuden aujfz 
genommen, nicht treulid) wahr. So geht der Glaube nicht tief und fann 
in den Stiirmen des Lebens nidt jtandhalten. 


3. 

%B.7.14. Ya, diefe eute hiren ebenfall3 das Wort und glauben e3. 
Aber auch fie nehmen deffen nicht treulich wahr. ,,Sie geben fich nicht 
mit Ernft aufs Wort und brauchen e3 nicht [fleiRig], fondern werden 
faul und verfenfen fid in Sorge, Reidtum und Wolluft diefes Lebens.“ 
(Quther.) Und da3 Srdijche wird ibnen zu madtig und erfticét gulebt 
alle3 geijtlicje Leben.“ (Stdchardt.) — © wie viele machen e3 fo! Wie 
bielen wird der Reichtum gum Stric! WBileam. GSelbjt der Reicdhtum, 
den fie nicht haben, aber gerne haben médten. Qudas. Die Wollujt 
hat felbjt einen David zu Fall qebracht und einen Simjon. Demas hat 
die Welt liebgewonnen. Wie viele Nachfolger haben diefe nicht in unferer 


ftarf materialijtijdjen und wolliijtigen Beit! Wie mag in diefen Tagen 
der Deprejfion durch Sorge der Glaube fo vieler gzugrunde gegangen fein! 
Haben doch Hunderttaujende von Menfedhen jeit dem Welttrieg Selbjt- 
mord begangen. 4 


B.8.15. Dak diefe Herzen guter Grund find, twworin der Game 
hundertfaltige Frucht bringt, dak diefe Leute das Wort betwahren und 
eridte bringen in Geduld, allerlei Friichte de} Glaubens Zeitigen und 
Dann aud) bis an8 Ende im Glauben bleiben und felig werden, das ijt 
allein Der Gnade Gottes gu verdanfen. Eph. 2, 1—10; Phil. 1,6; 1 Kor. 
1,4—9. Auch Pauli eigenes Veifpiel, 1 Ror. 15,10. Da aber den 
yandern”, den Unglaubigen, da8 Reich Gottes cin Geheimnis ijt und 
bleibt, das ijt ihre cigene Schuld. Das ijt nicht bon Gott, fondern bom 
Teufel und von ibnen felbjt. Cie wollen e3 nun einmal nicht anders. 
Hoj. 13,9; Matth. 23,37. EC fann dies aber leicht dabhin fiihren, dab 
Gott nun auch fic) gang von ihnen abtwendet und fie in ihren verfehrten 
Sinn dabingibt. ,,Gott entgieht ibnen nach und nad Lidt, Gnade und 
Geijt, dap fie himmlijde, gottlide Dinge nicht mehr faljen und verjtehen 
fonnen. Ob fie auch noch ferner Gotte3 Wort auerlich Hiren, fo ift 
ihnen doch der Ynhalt desjelben verdect und verjchlojfen, und je anger 
fie dba Wort hiren, defto jtumpfer, defto arger twerden fie.” (Stécdhardt.) 
Gehen wir alfo treulid mit Gottes Wort um, und beten wir fleifig: 
Lied 178, 8. 91 %. U. Rimbad. 
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GCinige Wertmeinungen ber die Lutherbibel. 


WI Nachflang gur Yubelfeier der Lutherbibel mogen folgende Stellen 
aus einer Fejftidhrift, herausgegeben vom Ausfdup der Deutfden Vibel- 
gefelljdaften (Verlag Steinfopf in Giuttgart), dienen: 

rOtiwar find die Deutfdhen BibelgefellfHaften im lebten Halben Yahr- 
hundert dagu iibergegangen, aud) andere Vibeliiberfebungen gu verbreiten. 
Uber dagu ift folgendes gu fagen. C8 hat dabei nie die Wbficht beftanden, 
die Lutherbibel gu verdrangen. Die neue itberjebung follte vielmehr eine 
Grflarungshilfe, eine Art Kommentar gur Lutherbibel fein. Gegen diefe 
Biwecbeftinrmung ift ficder nichts eingutwenden; e3 darf aber nidt verfannt 
werden, dag doch Hier und da die neuen itberjebungen die Lutherbibel ver- 
drangt und deren Stelle eingenommen haben. Aber e3 Hat fich gegeigt, dak 
die neuen iiberjebungen trog ihrer unbejtreitbaren BVorgiige nun und nim- 
mer alS Erfab fir die Lutherbibel dienen finnen. Alle find gute itber- 
febungen; Luther hat aber nicht nur itberfebt, fondern iibertragen, er hat 
die Bibel verdeutfdht. Darum iiberragt die Qutherbibel alle andern deutfdjen 
Bibeln, dDarum muf, fie bleiben.“ 

nsedenfalls ift fein Biweifel, dak bis jebt feiner Beit und feinem Gez 
jdhlecht feit Der Reformation ein gleichtwertiger oder vollfommenerer Wurf 
gelang, fo gablreich auch die Verfuche waren und find, eine ,beffer, genauer 
und richtiger itberfebte Bibel’ gu fcaffen. Luthers deutfdhe Bibel ijt die 
Bibel der Kirche geblieben und wird fie bleiben, folange e3 eine Kirche der 
Deutjden Reformation geben wird.“ 

»€3 fann auch feine Frage fein, dak wir unfern RKindern den eifernen 
Vejtand chrijtliden Crfenninisguies aus der Heiligen Schrift in feiner 
andern Form iibergeben diirfen, alS er un3 durd) die grundlegende Arbeit 
Luthers iberliefert ijt; jeder andere Verjuch bedeutete ungiweifelhaft einen 
ernfthaften Berluft.” 

nSie ift und bleibt die Bibel der chriftliden Gemeinde, ja wir diirfen 
twohl fagen, der deutfden Nation. ene andern itberfebungsverfude find 
Danfen3iwerte und gefdhabte Hilfsmittel gu ihrem Verftandnis und twollen 
nichts anderes fein. Das Erbauungsbuch de3 taglidjen Leben3 fiir unfer 
Vol€ aber ijt die Bibel Luthers.“” 

/ Wenn die Sonne aufgebht, erbleicjen die Sterne; fo ift e3 die Ehre und 
Krone der deutfdjen Reformation, dah fie der Kirche eine deutfdje Bibel gab, 
die im Glang der urjpriingliden Bibel gu leuchten vermodjte. Weil diefer 
Lichtglang Gotte3 auf der Lutherbibel liegt, darum heifen mir ihr WUnfehen 
eingigartig und ihren Wert unerfeblich.“” 

»Kleinere getvedte Kreife find e3 gunadhjt getvefen, die nach einer deutz 
fen Bibel griffen, deren Berfafjer und Oruder oft nicht einmal ihren 
Namen gu nennen twagten. edenfalls twar e8 fiir fie alle begeidnend, daf 
fie nicht auf den Gedanfen famen, auf den Grundtert der biblijden Viicher 
guriidgugehen; fie beqniigten fich vielmehr damit, die bon der Rirde allein 
anerfannte Iateinifche Bibel, die Vulgata, ihrer itberfebung gzugrunde gu 
legen. Qft dies nicht ein finnbildlicdes Beidjen dafiir, dak fie grundfablich 
iiber Die Blicridjtung ihrer Kirche nicht Hinausfamen oder hinaus wollten? 
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Nicht wenige haben dies auch ausdriicflich gur Siderung und Verteidigung 
ifreS Veginnens fejtgejtellt. Man tut jedenfalls fein Unrecht, wenn man 
ausjpridt, dDaR dieje Verfuche vor Luther weder in der RKenninis der frem- 
den Sprache noch in der VBeherrjdung der deutfcen Volfsipracde noch aud 
in Der Sorgfalt de3 Arbeitens irgendiwie gureidend getvefen find, gefdhtveige 
denn, da fie Das deal eines deutfdhen VolfSbuches erreicht hatten. Daf 
die Lutherbibel fie alle in furgem verdrangt hat, ijt nicht gufallig, fondern 
in Dem gewaltigen Wertunterfcdhied begriindet getvefen.” 

vies fommt hier gujammen: ein ungewdhnlich mufifalijdes Obr, 
das faft injtinftmagig den ridtigen Klang hort und wabhlt, ja die Nang- 
farbe und den Klangwert eines Wortes erfiihlt; ein merfwiirdig feines 
Gefiihl fiir die in den Worten enthaltenen Gemiitsaffefte, da3 ihn fofort 
fpiiren apt, was fchtwad) oder ftarf, leife oder Laut, froblich oder traurig, 
getwdhnlic) oder gehoben flingt. Wenn Luther fein Dichter im eigentlichen 
Sinne ijt — gelegentlic) ijt er mehr als dad —, fo Hat er dod) das Herz 
und Obhr eines Didhter3; wenn er fingt, fo Eingt e3; wenn er trauert, fo 
tweint e3; wenn er [obt und riihmt, fo fehallt e3 in die Lande.“ 

»Gottlide Vorjehung erblicen wir auch darin, dak die Bibel Luthers 
bon der gentralen Wahrheit der Rechtfertiqung aus dem Glauben aus gez 
ftaltet ijt. Wir fonnen darin feineSivegs eine Vergetwaltigung ihres man- 
nigfaltigen Reidjtums, nicht eine Verengung ihres tweiten Gefichtstreijes 
durch das Wort de3 Paulus fehen; wir verehren vielmehr darin die pro- 
videntielle Fiigung der gottliden Regierung. Cie hat getwollt, daB Luther 
an Diefer Stelle den Bugang zur Bibel finde; der Weltmifjionar Paulus 
durfte auch ifm Weaiwveifer werden fiir feinen Beruf. Wabrlich, die Bibel 
Luthers hat darin nicht3 verloren von ihrem unerfeblicer Werte, daf fie 
bom Redhtfertigungsqlauben aus geftaltet twurde. Gie hat dadurd viel- 
mehr Cingigartiges getwonnen, namlich die tiefe, einheitlide Schau in da3 
befondere Wefen der biblifden Religion Wlten und Neuen Teftament3. Hier 
ift feftgejtellt, Dak jie die Religion der Gnade ijt. Gnadenverheipung und 
Gnadenerfilhing, Cvangelium durd und durd — ein Werk aus einem 
eingigen Gufje und Geifte, wie e3 von dem cinen GottedSgeifte getragen 
und durdiwaltet ift.“ 

»Die Lutherbibel will weniger gelobt, aber mehr gelefen fein. Gie ijt 
das Erbe der Vater der Reformation, da3 tir fortwwahrend neu zu ertverben 
haben, um e3 3u befiben.“ 

»riemand, der deutfch fpricht oder jchreibt, fann der Lutherbibel au3- 
weichen, und niemand, der deutfd denft und fiiblt, fann dem Bann Ddiefes 
Deutjcdhen Buches entrinnen.“ 

»Doch wie Gott gu allen Zeiten geredet hat gu den Volfern in ihren 
Sprachen, alfo hat er auch in deutfcher Sprade zu unfern Vatern geredet 
durch) feinen Propheten Martin Luther. Mein, durch das VBibeliwort der 
Lutherfprache ijt erft die deutfche Sprache getworden und durch die Bibel- 
fprace das deutiche Volk gum Volfe. Und wie im Vibeltwort voll und tief 
das Erz der deutfdhen Bunge drohnt, fo fchiwingt fein getvaltiger Glocfen- 
flang iiberall dort, wo bis zum heutigen Tage deutfdhe Spracje voll Kraft 
und Gaft ijt und two fie Getwicht und Wucht hat.“ 

Die Kirche Luther ift die Kirche de3 Wortes. Der wahre Scab der 
Kirche ijt da8 heilige Evangelium von der Herrlicdhfeit und Gnade Gottes. 
Diefe Thefe de3 Reformators vom 31. Oftober 1517 war damals eine 
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tiifne Behauptung. Cie bedeutete eine Kampfanjage, die eine ganze Kirche 
herausforderte, die alles umtvarf und gerfdmetterte, toad der Rirde bi8- 
her Ruhm, Kraft und Reichtum war. Und nod immer liegt im evangeli- 
jen Gotteshaus unter dem Kreuz auf dem Altar da3 Heilige Bibelbuch. 
Das Wort Gottes bildet den Mittelpunkt ihrer gottesdienftlidjen Feier. Yhre 
Pfarrer find Diener de Wortes.“ 

» ber die Bibel mu dem chriftliden Gaus wieder ein edhtes deutfdhes 
Hausbuch twerden durd) gefeqneten Gebraucd in der Hausgemeinfdaft, beim 
Morgens und Abendfegen.“ ,Lajffet uns die Bibel nur nicht veriieren, 
fondern fie mit Sleif in Gottesfurdht und Anrufung lefen und predigen; 
denn twenn die bleibt, bliiht und recht gehandelt wird, fo fteht alles twobhl 
und gebt gliidlid) vonftatten.“ ,Wo da3 Wert der Schrift den Weg der 
familie bon Tag gu Tag begleitet, wird fie wieder gu dem ebhriviirdigen 
Heiligtum des Haujes getweiht. Die neue Vefinnung auf Gefdlechterfolge 
und Familienbraud) mahnt, die alte fromme Gitte wieder aufzunehmen, die 
Freudens und Trauertage, Geburt und Tod, Cinfegnung und Trauung von 
Gejdlecht gu Gefchledht in der Hausbibel vergeichnete.“ B.C. K. 


walidje Propheten. 

Cin falfdher Prophet ift nad der Schrift 

1. ein folcher, der iiberhaupt Gottes Wort beriwirft und da3 Chriften- 
tum Teugnet und deShalb von vornherein augerhalb der dhriftliden Kirche 
fteht; 

Matth. 24, 11. 24: ES werden fic) viele —_ PRropheten erheben 
und werden viele verfiihbren.... G8 den falfhe Chrifti und 
falfhe Propheten aufftehen und pg ‘ies und Wunder tun, dak 
perfihret werden in den Jrrtum (two e8 miglid) wire) aud) die WAuser= 
wahlten. 

Ser. 8, 8.9: Wie miget ihr doc) fagen: Wir wiffen, was recht ift, und haben 
Die Heilige Schrift vor uns? Bft’s dod) eitel Liigen, was die Schriftgelehrten 
jeben. Darum miiffen foldhe Lehrer jufdanden, erferedt und gefangen twer- 
den; Denn was finnen fie Gutes Iehren, weil fie deS HErrn Wort 
perwerfen? 

Ser. 10, 21: Denn die Hirten find 3u Narren worden und fragen nad 
bem HErrn nist; darum fonnen fie aud) nits Rechtes lehren, fondern 
alle Herden find zerftreuet. 


2. ein Lehrer innerhalb der auperen Chriftenheit, der muttvillig eine 
Lehre der Schrift falfcht oder Leugnet; 

Klagl. 2,14: Deine Propheten haben dir Lofe und toridte Ge- 
fidte geprediget. 

Ser. 23, 25 ff.: Beh hore e8 wohl, dak die Propheten predigen und fal fh 
weiSfagen in meinem Mamen.... Siehe, ich will an die Propheten, 
fpridht Der HErr, die thr eigen Wort fiihren und fprechen: Er hat’s 
— Vol. Ser. 5, 31; 14, 14; 27, 10. 

1 Joh. 4,1: Bhr Lieben, glaubet nidt einem jegliden Geift, fondern priifet 
die Geifter, ob fie bon Gott find; denn e$ find viel falfhe Propheten 
auSgegangen in die Welt. 

2 Tim. 4, 3.4: Nad ihren eigenen Liiften werden fie fic) felbft Lehrer auf- 
laden, nad) dem ihnen die Ohren juden, und werden die Ohren von der Wahrheit 
wenden und fic) 3u den Fabeln fehren. Vol. 2 Petr. 2, 1.2. 

Matth. 7,15: Sehet euch vor vor den falfhen Propheten, die in 
Schafetleidern ju euc) fommen; intwendig aber find fie reifende Wolfe. 

Hoj. 12,1: Bm Haufe Bsrael ijt falfdher Gottesdienft. 
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3. ein Lehrer der Kirche, der trok de3 Vorhandenfein3 der objettiven 
Wahrheit in der Schrift und in rechtglaubigen Befenniniffen und daher 
der Poglichfeit, die Wahrheit gu erfennen, an der Untwahrheit und Liige 
fefthalt ; 

Matth. 15, 14: Sie find blinde Blindenleiter. Bgl. Rim. 2, 19, 

4, ein Lehrer der Rirde, der auf falfde Wege der Lehre geraten ijt 
und fich tweigert, die Wahrheit angunehmen; 

1 Tim. 6,3.4: So jemand anders Lehret und bleibet nidt bei 
den heilfamen Wortenunfers HErrn FEfu Chrifti und bei 
Dev Lehre bon der Gottfeligteit, der ift verdiiftert und weif nichts. 

2 Tim. 2,17.18: JBhr Wort fript um fic) wie der Krebs, unter weldhen ift 
Hymenaius und Philetus, welhe Der Wahrheit gefeblet baben... 

5. irgendein Glied einer chriftlidjen Gemeinde, das eine falfdhe Lehre 
annimmt und daran fefthalt und fic) dann mit feinen Xdeen gum Lehrer 
Der Kirche auftvirft. 

Apoft. 20, 30: Aud aus euch felbh ft werden aufftehen Manner, die da 
verftebhrte Qehren reden, die Singer an fic gu giehen. 

2 Tim. 3, 8: Gleidheriweije aber, wie Janne$ und Jambres Mofi widerftunden, 
fo widerftehen aud dbiefe Der Wahrheit; e8 find wie bon 
gerriitteten Sinnen, untiidtig gum Glauben. ¥. EC 


A Greek Translation of Luther’s Small Catechism. 


The question whether and when Luther’s Small Catechism was trans- 
lated into Greek has been the subject of much discussion. In his excellent 
work entitled Doctor Martin Luther’s Small Catechism Dr. Reu makes this 
statement (p. 102): “The same missionary spirit inspired Valentin 
Wagner, the coworker of Honter in Kronstadt, to write a catechism in 


Greek, which upon Melanchthon’s suggestion he sent to the Patriarch of 
Constantinople. (Teutsch, Geschichte, I, p.334.) Whether this was a 
translation of Luther’s Catechism or an independent work we do not know.” 
In Meusel’s Handlexikon we find several references to this topic. Of 
Dolcius we are told that he translated the Augsburg Confession into Greek. 
This translation, so we are informed, was sent to Joseph (Joasaph II), 
who in 1555 became Patriarch of Constantinople. The statement interests 
us here because in the article on the Greek Church Meusel’s reference 
work says: “Young Greeks studied in Wittenberg. The Augsburg Con- 
fession and Luther’s Catechism were translated into Greek and were sent 
to Joasaph II.” We are furthermore told that the translation of the 
Augsburg Confession into Greek by Dolcius was published in several edi- 
tions and that it was Melanchthon who sent it to the Patriarch Joasaph 
in Constantinople. While a number of matters remain undecided when 
merely the above data are considered, one fact that is absolutely certain 
is that a Greek catechism was published in 1558. The Rev. Oscar Kaiser 
of Milwaukee, Wis., is the possessor of a translation of Luther’s Catechism 
into Greek which appeared in the year just named. The title-page reads 
thus: KATHXHSIZ MAPTEINOY AOYOEPOY 4% xahovuéyn pixod, 
ElAnvixohativn. “Catechesis Martini Lutheri Parva, Graeco-Latina. Acces- 
serunt et alia quaedam varia, argumenti pii, utilis et iucundi, unde et 
pietatem et linguam Graecam adolescentes discere possunt. Omnia a 
Michaele Neandro Sorauiensi edita. Basileae per Ioannem Oporinum.” 
On the last page of the book (p.243) a note is inserted which once more 
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gives the name of the publisher and the place of publication and adds 
the date: “Basileae, ex officina Ioannis Oporini, anno salutis humanae 
MDLVIII. Mense Septembri.” The book, which, by the way, is a neat 
little volume of 314X6 inches, is dedicated to Dr. Thomas Stange, abbot 
in Ilfeldt. In Ilfeldt (or Ihlefeldt), as Meusel’s Handlexikon informs us, 
there had been a convent, which Abbot Stange in 1544 changed into 
a paedagogium. Michael Neander, the editor of the catechism, was a 
teacher at this school and is recognized as having been a prominent 
pedagog of the sixteenth century. In the Latin preface he states that 
the Greek translation of the catechism was made by a young pupil of 
this school in Ilfeldt, Ioannes Mylius, “adolescens pius et modestus, sum- 
maeque spei ingenio praeditus.” He adds that he himself corrected the 
translation and took pains “ut et phrasis esset Graeca, pura atque facilis, 
et cum verbis ac sententia Lutheri quantum omnino fieri posset, conveniret.” 
To the Greek translation, he says, he added the Latin version “in omnibus 
scholis hactenus receptam.” There were added furthermore Bible-passages 
on the chief heads of Christian doctrine, next the Nicene and Athanasian 
creeds and the “symbolum sive cantio beati Ambrosii et Augustini”; and 
finally there are appended excerpts from the works of Suidas, Eusebius, 
Theodoretus, Sozomenos, Nicephorus, Josephus, Philo, Epiphanius, Clement 
of Alexandria, and Gregory Nazianzen, of whose writings Neander says 
that their perusal is far more profitable than that of the works of Lucian 
and other blasphemers. The insertion of this material accounts for the 
large number of pages in the book. The work was intended as a schoolbook 
which would help a student both in obtaining some knowledge of the 
Greek language and advancing him in religious understanding. To give 
a sample, we append the Greek version of the Fifth Commandment, 
modernizing the script, which is vexingly antique: Ov qovsdoss. Ti todto 
héyew éoti; "‘Opethowev tov Bedv oréoyew te xai yofeiovat, Hote od uN TH 
tod xhnolov Bim xai oduat jooay nagaoxevalev, undé adtoy xaxois éu- 
Badia: adda adtoy dpekeiv, xai roodipuws Bondety ait@ év mdot mQ05 TOY 
Biov avayxaiots. A. 


The Utopian Society of America. 


This society was organized early in 1934, in California, Los Angeles 
being the headquarters. A recent inquiry addressed to the office of the 
organization brought a form letter and a “Key-note Address.” Some of 
the aims of the society are: “Unlimited education will be provided for 
all.— Few hours of easy work are required of only a portion of the 
citizenry, and that in the field of their own choosing. — Bounteous pro- 
vision is made for all overaged, sick, or incapacitated, without charity or 
humiliation.— Crime and criminal institutions will be ninety per cent. 
eliminated, along with all the ugliness of present-day efforts at control. — 
There are no taxes, no mortgages, no debts. There cannot be.— All will 
be dealt with justly and fairly.” 

This surely sounds “utopian” enough and is certainly not in harmony 
with Biblical economics. But what is more doubtful about the society is 
the statement: “Certain portions of the work of this society are conducted 
in secrecy, and if you would become a member, you will be asked to take 
an oath not to reveal to any one any of its secret rituals.” 
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The secrecy and the rituals arouse our suspicions at once. Why have 
features of this kind if the purposes of the organization are merely raising 
the standards of living and providing for the economic security of the 
American family? The matter at once savors of lodgery. 

The Literary Digest of October 27, 1934, had the following paragraph 
on the society: “The Utopians are a secret society, and consequently it 
is difficult to learn all their objectives. It is said, however, that they 
swear allegiance to the Constitution and propose to change it by orderly, 
legal methods until they have established an economic system on the 
principle of production for use rather than for profit. Their fundamental 
ideal is economic security for every one. Evidently they would tax private 
wealth out of existence and set up an ‘Effort Money’ currency system based 
on human labor. Every able-bodied person would work between the ages 
of twenty-five and forty-five and thereafter retire. No one could hoard his 
‘effort money’ or transfer it except for goods and services. The poor would 
be rich, say enthusiastic Utopians, and the rich richer.” P. E. K. 


For the Sake of Orientation. 


In order that our readers may understand the present situation in the 
various Lutheran bodies in America and be able to form their own judg- 
ment, we here present a list of articles and notes as they appeared in the 
ConcorpIA THEOLOGICAL MonTHLY in Volumes I—V, inclusive: — 


I,21. Die Inspiration in den Realien. 

I, 338 ff. Unsere Lehre auf dem lutherischen Weltkonvent in Kopenhagen. 

I, 818. Die Bekehrung ein Prozess oder eine Krisis. 

II,1. Vorwort. (Grundsaetze zur Darlegung unserer Stellung den jetzi- 
gen Einigungsbestrebungen gegenueber. ) 

III, 838. Herrscht innerhalb der Amerikanisch-Lutherischen Kirche voel- 
lige Klarheit und Einigkeit betreffs der Irrtumslosigkeit der Schrift? 

IV,1. Foreword. Can the Lutheran Church-bodies of America Get To- 
gether? 

IV,603. Lutherworte ueber Einigkeit und Unionismus. 

IV, 908. Wichtige Punkte bei der rechten Wertung und Verwertung des 
Schriftzeugnisses gegen Unionismus. 

* * * 


I,64. English Translation of the Chicago Theses. 

I,73. Kompromisse in der Lehre. 

I, 140. What about the Doctrine of Inspiration? 

1,141 ff. Fictitious Unity. 

I,219f. The U.L.C. and the Federal Council. 

I,302f. The Lutheran Church and Lodgery. 

I, 304f. From the Augustana Synod. 

I, 375. The American Lutheran Conference. 

I, 377 ff. “American Lutheran Church.” 

I, 404. Die sola gratia und die wniversalis gratia. 

I, 452 ff. On the Establishing of Fraternal Relations among the Different 
Branches of the Lutheran Church in This Country. 

1,481. Die Wiederholung einer falschen Anklage gegen die Missourisynode. 

I, 622. Unionism in the U.L. C. 

I, 686. Die Missourisynode ist nicht vergeblich fuer die lutherische Lehre 
eingetreten. 

I, 688 ff. Theses Representing the Doctrinal Basis of the Proposed Amer- 
ican Lutheran Conference. (The so-called Minneapolis and Chicago 
Theses. ) 

I,779. Zu dem Bericht ueber die voellige Uebereinstimmung in Lehre und 
Praxis. 
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1,780. In welchem Falle ist das “Zusammenwachsen” von Synoden un- 
recht? 

I, 781. habe! the American Lutheran Church Take In the United Lutheran 
Church? 

I, 866 ff. Liberals and Conservatives in the Augustana Synod. 

1,935. Wo hapert’s? 

I, 936 ff. Die Heilung des Schadens. 

1,940. Are Synodical Conference Lutherans Separatists? 

II,65. The American Lutheran Conference and the U.L.C. 

II, 134. Unionism Openly Advocated in the United Lutheran Church. 
Cp. page 220. 

II, 227. Who is Applying the Lutheran Standard? 

II, 300 ff. Close Communion according to the Lutheran. 

II,468f. The Movement for Closer Affiliation among National Lutheran 
Bodies. 

II, 542 ff. The Attitude of the Lutheran on the Question of Open and Close 
Communion Criticized. 

II, 856. Is This Lutheran Doctrine? 

II, 857. The Lutheran Standard on Pulpit-fellowship. 

II, 858 ff. Wrong View Held in the U.L.C. on the Relation between 
Church and State. 

II, 945. What Is Unionism? (Cp. p. 565 ff.) 

III, 64f. The Kurtzian Formula for Church Union. 

III, 145f. Superficial Unity or Division — Which? 

III, 865. Ueber die Verbalinspiration. 

III, 866. What Is Essential for a Union of the American Lutheran Church- 
bodies? 

III, 867. Is It Merely “Missourian”? 

III, 868. What, then, Does the United Lutheran Church Teach on Inspi- 
ration. 

IV,50. The Difference between Lutherans and Fundamentalists. 

IV, 54. <A Testimony against the Lodge. 

IV, 56. Will Lutherans Unite? 

IV, 305 ff. Theses on Unionism Discussed at the American Lutheran Con- 
ference Meeting in Milwaukee. 

IV, 309. Die Bekehrung allein ein Werk des Heiligen Geistes, der goett- 
lichen Gnade. 

IV, 377 ff. The Lutheran Attitude toward the Bible. 

IV, 458 ff. The Lutheran Church and the Federal Council. 

IV, 539 ff. Unionism. 

IV, 625. Dr. Walther Appraised by Prof. Abdel Ross Wentz. 

IV, 696. Lutheran Unity. 

IV, 945. Dr. Koren and the Intuitu Fidei Doctrine of Predestination. 

V, 63. Chiliasm in the Lutheran Companion. 

V, 142. Welches ist nun die Lehre der Amerikanisch-Lutherischen Kirche? 

V, 402. Unionistic Practises. 

V, 478 ff. Lutheranerens Sofisteri. 

V, 482. Desire for Union Voiced. 

V, 554. Das allgemeine geistliche Priestertum und das Predigtamt. 

V, 632. Shall Lutherans over against Each Other Practise Open Com- 
munion and Pulpit-fellowship? 

V,722. Norwegian Synod Declares Unequivocally against Unionism. 

V, 723. Is Missourian “Aloofness” Justifiable? 

V,725. Union between the U. L.C. and A. L. C. Proposed. 

V,791. Did the Lutheran Church Ever Teach This? 

V, 792 ff. An Ominous Questionnaire of the Lutheran Standard. 

V,795. The Character of the Evangelical Synod and the Lutheran’s 
Greetings. 

V, 879. Vereinigung mit der U. L. C.? 

V, 957. Lutheran Union as Viewed by Dr. Greever, Secretary of the 
United Lutheran Church. 

V, 957. The Way to Union. P. E. K. 
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Epistolae Obscurorum Virorum. 


With reference to the short summary on Reuchlin in the Concordia 
Cyclopedia, to which attention was called in a book review which appeared 
in Lehre und Wehre, July, 1927, the following note will prove of interest. 
In a recent Goldschmidt (London) catalog on the literature and history 
of the Middle Ages an ancient copy of the Epistolae Obscurorum Virorum 
is described: “The Epistolae Obscurorum Virorum, one of the imperishable 
masterpieces of satiric literature, form part of the Reuchlin-Pfefferkorn 
quarrel. In 1514 Reuchlin’s partisans had published a collection of testi- 
monial letters to their leader: Clarorum Virorum ad Jo. Reuchlin 
Epistolae. A few months after, came this parodistic counterpart: the 
letters of the obscuri viri to Ortuinus Gratius, a professor of poetry at 
Cologne, the unfortunate victim of this excellent joke. The ignorance, 
narrow-mindedness, stupidity, and malice of the theologastri, Pfefferkorn’s 
adherents, were cruelly portrayed in a series of fictitious letters in in- 
credibly bad and vastly amusing dog-Latin.” Concerning the authors of 
these letters Meusel says: “Es unterliegt nach aeusseren und inneren 
Gruenden kaum einem Zweifel, dass wir in den Epistolis Obscurorum 
Virorum das Machwerk verschiedener Verfasser vor uns haben. Crotus 
Rubianus und Ulrich von Hutten sind, jener der Urheber des Ganzen und 
hauptsaechlichste Verfasser der ersten Briefsammlung, dieser dagegen der 
Fortsetzer der Idee in den weiteren Briefen, an denen vermutlich auch der 
Koelner Domherr Hermann Graf von Neuenahr, Hermann van dem Busche, 
Petrejus Eberbach und Eoban Hesse beteiligt sind.” P.E. K. 


For the Note-Book of the Evolutionist. 

“Here is new light on the length of infinity. ‘If six monkeys were set 
before six typewriters, it would be a long time before they produced by 
chance all the written books in the British Museum; but it would not be 
an infinitely long time.’ So reads a sentence in an address on ‘The Sta- 
tistical Theory of Probability,’ made before the dignified British Associa- 
tion.” (The Living Church, December 15, 1934.) —It is clear why the 
history of the universe according to evolutionism calls for millions and 
billions of years. E. 
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I. Amerika. 


The American Lutheran Conference and Lutheran Union. — 
November 14—16, 1934, the American Lutheran Conference held its second 
biennial convention in an Augustana Synod church in Des Moines, Iowa. 
The five participating synods were represented by 150 pastors and lay 
delegates. The report in the Lutheran, on which we draw, says that the 
preliminary committee of the convention submitted for adoption the fol- 
lowing resolutions as the declaration of the American Lutheran Conference 
on Fellowship: — 

“1, The American Lutheran Conference voices its joy over agreement 
with the United Lutheran Church in America and the Synodical Con- 
ference so far as official confessions of faith are concerned. 

“2. We rejoice that in official declarations each body concerned op- 
poses unionism. 

“3. We rejoice that the respective bodies recognize the evil of societies 
holding antichristian doctrines and warn against them. 

“4, The American Lutheran Conference is earnestly desirous of pulpit- 
and altar-fellowship with the United Lutheran Church in America. 

“5, The American Lutheran Conference is equally desirous of pulpit- 
and altar-fellowship with the Synodical Conference. 

“6. The American Lutheran Conference respectfully recommends and 
urges the selection of committees on fellowship by the respective con- 
stituent bodies in order to initiate conferences with other Lutheran bodies 
relative to fellowship and to deal with similar commissions elected by other 
Lutheran bodies. It shall be within the province of each church-body, if 
it so decides, to act jointly with other commissions of A. L. C. so appointed. 
In any case final approval or disapproval of commission or committee 
recommendations in regard to altar- and pulpit-fellowship rests with each 
individual church-body as far as they are concerned. 

“7, The American Lutheran Conference hereby establishes a Commis- 
sion on Lutheran Cooperative Endeavor, to ascertain in what matters and 
to what extent other Lutheran groups would be willing to cooperate even 
before complete fellowship is established. 

“8. In clarification of the meaning of unionism the following state- 
ments are submitted: — 

“a, Unionism is well defined in the Minneapolis Theses. Unionism 
exists ‘where the establishment and maintenance of church-fellowship 
ignores present doctrinal differences or declares them a matter of in- 
difference.’ 

“b. Unionism is not necessarily implied in every type of joint en- 
deavor within a community where pastor and congregation may participate. 

“ce, While the character and extent of such community cooperation 
must in large measure be determine] by the local congregation and its 
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pastor, this guiding principle should be kept in mind, that under no cir- 
cumstances shall the clear purpose of the Lutheran Church be obscured 
or compromised. In the words of the Washington Declaration, that Church 
‘is bound in duty and in conscience to maintain its separate idenity as 
a witness to the truth which it knows; and its members, its ministers, its 
pulpits, its fonts, and its altars must testify only to that truth.’ ” 


After printing these resolutions, the report in the Lutheran continues: 
“After considerable discussion the Conference went on record as urging 
the selection of committees on fellowship to study the possibility of further 
unification in the Lutheran Church. A resolution adopted asserted that 
these committees, selected by the respective constituent bodies of the Con- 
ference, should ‘initiate conferences with other Lutheran bodies relative to 
fellowship, and deal with similar commissions elected by other Lutheran 
bodies. It shall be within the province of each church-body, if it so de- 
cided, to act jointly with other commissions of the American Lutheran 
Conference so appointed. In any case, final approval or disapproval of 
commission or committee recommendations in regard to altar- and pulpit- 
fellowship rests with each individual church-body as far as it is con- 
cerned.’” From this it is not clear whether or not the resolutions quoted 
above were adopted. Here there is further evidence that the question of 
Lutheran union is bulking very large to-day and that the Scripture decla- 
rations on unity, union, and unionism must again be carefully studied. 

A. 

The Lutheran Laymen and Lutheran Union. — An editorial in 
a Lutheran periodical (we choose not to mention names) dealing with 
the present movement towards establishing a Lutheran union bears the 
caption “Lutheran Laymen are Becoming Impatient” and makes the fol- 
lowing statements: “The Lutheran laymen are demanding to be heard... . 
The moment church-leaders take up the question of fellowship, they are 
apt to dig up old controversies, get into heated debates, and throw a wet 
blanket on the fine spirit of friendliness which is blossoming forth. . . 
How can professors and editors draw up rules and regulations for pastors 
on the firing-line?” These statements with their implications call for 
a few remarks. 

1. If it is true that in certain Lutheran bodies the laymen are de- 
manding to be heard and are becoming impatient with their leaders, these 
bodies are in a state of most pronounced disunion. The situation described 
by the statements under discussion is that of a state of inner strife. These 
bodies should, then, establish harmony in their own midst before attempting 
to establish harmony within the entire body of Lutherans. 2. If these 
dissatisfied laymen of the various Lutheran bodies form a confederacy 
for the purpose of putting over the union despite the opposition of the 
“pastors, professors, editors, church-leaders,” and succeed, they will not 
have brought about a union, but will have imposed the state of strife upon 
the whole body. 3. These impatient laymen are either right or wrong. 
If they are right, the pastors and professors, etc., are wrong. The laymen 
are right, we shall assume. They know that there is no real difference 
between the Lutheran synods. They know that, while formerly the synods 
disagreed on the doctrines of inspiration, of conversion, of election, etc., 





oo 


Oe ae ee a aL Le Ll lle le alm lll 


a a a oe 


Theological Observer. — Rirdlich-Qeitgefdhichtliches. 143 


these differences now have been removed. Only the pastors, professors, etc., 
choose to create strife. The laymen are fighting the Lord’s battle. The 
pastors are fighting against the Lord. What then? It is the sacred duty 
of the laymen to discipline their pastors. They will not have time to 
work towards a general union. Their first duty is to set their pastors 
right. 4. Let us assume that these impatient laymen are wrong. They 
do not know the true situation. They have not been informed of certain 
weighty matters of doctrine and practise. Or if they are informed on 
these matters, they brush them aside as unimportant. What then? It is 
the sacred duty of the respective pastors to meet their laymen in a course 
of indoctrination. And if the laymen refuse to bother with matters of 
doctrine, they must be dealt with as the case requires. And if a pastor 
takes this same attitude, if he insists that there may be a God-pleasing 
union in spite of weighty doctrinal differences, or if he is unable to see 
the differences, he must also be taken to task by his brother pastors, by 
his visitor, and last, but not least, by his lay brethren. That is the 
Lutheran way of dealing with these matters. The Lutheran Church is 
a doctrinal Church. She stresses the doctrine. And she indoctrinates the 
laymen. She wants her lay members indoctrinated to such a degree as to 
enable them to correct, if need be, the pastor. 5. As to the intimated state 
of opposition between the professors and the pastors, remarks 1—4 apply 
also here. Besides, we are rather unacquainted with the state of affairs 
existing in those bodies ——if there are any such— where “the professors 
and editors draw up rules and regulations for pastors on the firing-line.” 
Down here in Missouriland such a state of affairs does not exist. Nor 
do our professors and editors have a different outlook and spiritual con- 
stitution from that of the pastors. They are taken from the ranks of 
the pastors. Actually, they think alike. Our professors and editors are 
not, when inducted into their new offices, subjected to some process which 
changes their outlook and constitution. 6. “The moment church-leaders 
take up the question of fellowship, they are apt to dig up old controversies, 
get into heated debates, and throw a wet blanket on the fine spirit of 
friendliness which is blossoming forth.” That statement is not true. The 
utterer of it will be held accountable for filling the minds of some laymen 
with suspicion and distrust of the pastors and other church-leaders. The 
well-informed laymen should take him in hand. 7. The movement towards 
Lutheran union now in progress is going to try men’s souls. It calls, on 
the one hand, for the stalwart, uncompromising adherence to the truth 
of God’s Word and the Lutheran Confessions and, on the other hand, for 
the exercise of much Christian forbearance, infinite patience, and dis- 
criminating wisdom. All carnal motives and passions must be suppressed. 
Casting doubt upon the honesty of the motives of the men engaged in this 
business will wreck the movement. And if the movement should eventuate 
in a union which is not based upon the unity of doctrine, but is accom- 
plished through clamor and tumult, the blessing of God cannot rest 
upon it. E. 
Scientists Oppose Materialism. — A new book has appeared which 
should be of some value in combating the materialism which is now flood- 
ing our country. The title is The Great Design. It is written “by fourteen 
eminent scientists,” “edited by Frances Mason,” and published by the 
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Macmillan Company. Its price is $2.50. Reviewing this book in the Chris- 
tian Century, N. M. Grier says: “Is there a living intelligence beyond 
nature, or does the great cosmos run itself, driven by blind forces? . . . 
To the mechanist reality was unknowable, yet was conceived to take the 
form of a purely mechanical system in which only simple particles were 
at work in an aimless fashion. Hence no guidance, plan, or design. 
Everything was contingent, or happened by chance; in the last analysis 
there was only the survival of the fittest. While we owe to the stimulus 
of mechanism many scientific discoveries of surpassing importance as re- 
gards the welfare of humanity, Mind, on the other hand, was not regarded 
as an entity in itself, for conscious life was conceived merely as the 
mechanics of the brain ‘as seen from the other side.’ Thus science had 
asked and answered its own questions, Whither? and How? but beyond 
was the inevitable test of Why? before which mechanism has seemed in- 
adequate to many. Now come fourteen eminent men of science with their 
evidence as to the purposeful and directing Mind at the back of the great 
drama of creation and in further testimony that the discoveries of science 
strengthen, not weaken, a belief in an infinite Creator.” Mr. Grier then 
describes the position of the physicist who made a contribution to the 
volume and according to whose researches protons and electrons are trans- 
formed into photons, that is, radiations of the smallest wave length, which 
are considered the “fundamental stuff of which the universe is made. 
They are something more than simple particles; indeed, they can be fully 
described in the symbolic language of mathematics, and hence behind them 
and in them are reason and order.” The contributing chemist shows that 
in the “infinite permutations and combinations” of the atoms with which 
he deals, simple rules and not mere chance, or contingency, are observable. 
In the same way the astronomer and the geologist set forth the reign of 
law in their respective spheres. The biologist, too, has to admit that life 
cannot be explained by any mechanistic theory. The psychologist dwelling 
on the experiments of Driesch, “a noted German experimental embryol- 
ogist,” likewise holds that every theory which looks upon life as due to 
machinelike development fails to do justice to patent facts. The con- 
clusion of all these men is that there is “order, plan, and design in evolu- 
tion which can never be the result of mere chance.” Mr. Grier correctly 
says: “May we not say that, wherever we meet plan and design, in reality 
we are faced by a spiritual agent?”— This position of course is still 
many miles away from the Christian faith, but it constitutes one of the 
foundation stones on which all religion must rest. A. 
The Religious Situation in Mexico.—JIn an illuminating article 
the Lutheran Standard, in its issue of December 15, 1934, discusses the 
struggle which the idea of religious liberty is experiencing in our neighbor 
country to the south. It is there pointed out that already in 1857 there 
was a sharp clash between the interests of the Roman Catholic hierarchy 
and those of the patriotic Mexicans who wished to see their country freed 
from the usurpations of Roman ecclesiasticism. While Mexico is 95 per 
cent. Catholic, it has many citizens who feel that the hierarchy has abused 
its powers and is in a high degree responsible for the intellectual and 
economic impotence which characterizes a large part of the population. 
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In 1917, when the constitution was revised, some stern measures were 
resolved on against the Catholic Church; it was forbidden “to own real 
estate, church-buildings or any other buildings, to possess invested funds 
or other productive property, to maintain convents or nunneries, to con- 
duct primary schools, to direct or administer charitable institutions, or to 
hold religious ceremonies outside of church-buildings.” When in 1926 the 
Mexican Congress passed an enforcement act, many priests of foreign birth 
had to leave the country, and much church property was confiscated. 
The Standard states that at this time twenty-five thousand priests left 
their churches in protest —a course which provoked the opposing party 
to be unrelenting in executing its stern decrees. According to the 
Standard’s informant one must not forget that Mexico at present has 
a one-party government, similar to that of Russia, Italy, and Germany, 
and that whoever opposes its action is considered an enemy of the state. 
This authority holds that, if the Church withdraws entirely from politics 
and devotes itself entirely to spiritual activities, the violent outbreaks 
of hostility against it will cease. The Standard concludes quite well: 
“Whether a government with atheistic tendencies and a Church with 
political aspirations can walk together remains to be seen.” A. 


A Word from the United Presbyterian Camp. —In the Lutheran 
recently a few paragraphs were printed that had appeared in the United 
Presbyterian, issued by the church-body bearing that name, and we think it 
proper that our readers should see with what venom this Presbyterian jour- 
nal speaks of the antiunionistic element in the Lutheran Church. 


“To an outsider it would seem that the difficulties in the way of union 
among Lutherans are greater than those which exist in the other large 
Protestant families. While doctrinally the Lutheran branches may be close 
together, in their attitude, outlook, and practises they differ sharply. Some 
of them are evangelical and socially minded, while others are reactionary 
and sacramentarian. At least one of the conservative branches maintains 
a hauteur and exclusiveness equal to that of the Roman Catholic Church. 
It would look as if a good deal of adjustment would be required before 
this branch could become one with those branches which hold an inclusive 
rather than an exclusive attitude. 

“Tt is significant that, the farther one gets down the scale, the less 
pronounced is the sentiment for union. The average of all the little 
branches is but 55 per cent. Two factors enter into this. One is that 
a narrow and intense loyalty is apt to exist in a little group, which has 
a bitter struggle to exist, a loyalty not to the Kingdom, but to the or- 
ganization as such. The other factor is the cramping effect of a narrow 
horizon. One can confine his thinking and energies within the limits of 
his little group so completely as to remain in ignorance of the big prob- 
lems and issues of the day and civilization in which he lives.” 


This sounds strange, does it not, especially since it comes from a church- 
body which for many years refused to affiliate with other Presbyterian 
bodies because it insisted that in the church services not our lovely church 
hymns, but merely psalms should be used as songs of praise and that in- 
strumental music must be barred from church services. A. 


10 
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John Dewey’s “God.’?—In the Christian Century Prof. H. N. Wie- 
man makes the rather startling announcement that Prof. Dewey, the well- 
known New York philosopher and humanist, believes in “God.” Professor 
Dewey recently published a book entitled A Common Faith, and it is in an 
appraisal of this book that Professor Wieman makes the statement re- 
ferred to. “He pronounces non-theistic humanism as futile and mistaken 
and thus clearly separates himself from that movement with which many 
have identified him (pp. 53.54). Above all he declares his knowledge of 
God and devotion to God.” A person might be inclined to use this as 
the text of a discourse setting forth that in the last analysis atheism is 
found to be not workable. When one reads, however, how Professor Dewey 
defines or describes the God he believes in, one cannot wax enthusiastic 
over his declaration. Who is the God that he does homage to? Is it 
the God who has revealed Himself in the Scriptures, the Father of our 
Lord Jesus Christ? No. This is what Professor Wieman says: “We can 
put Dewey’s idea of God into a single summarizing sentence: God is the 
activity which connects the ideal with the actual.” God not a person, 
but merely an activity! Can we turn to an activity and say “Abba, 
Father”? Professor Dewey’s book may prove that he is groping for the 
truth, but it likewise furnishes mournful testimony that he is still encom- 
passed by abysmal darkness. A. 


Calendar Reform. — This world movement received a strong im- 
petus on August 29 during a meeting of the Universal Christian Council 
for Life and Work at Farnoe, Denmark, when the council, under the 
leadership of Dr. S. Parkes Cadman of America and the Bishop of Chiches- 
ter of England, adopted a resolution pledging the churches of the world 
to cooperation for calendar reform and for the stabilization of the date 
of Easter. The Government and the League of Nations will be urged to 
proceed with the necessary legislation. The report of a questionnaire sheet 
to the American clergy of many denominations lists only 1,178 replies. 
Only 39 replies are credited to Lutheran ministers. There are about 12,000 
clergymen listed in the various bodies of our Lutheran Church. The per- 
centage of those interested appears so small that it would be folly to base 
any conclusion upon the figures. That the question of endorsement will 
come up before the two national conventions in October — United Lu- 
theran Church and American Lutheran Church — seems certain. 

News Bulletin, N.L.C. 


General Evangeline Booth.—JIn the election which was held to 
provide a new head for the Salvation Army, Miss Evangeline Booth was 
chosen. She will soon be sixty-nine years old and, according to the rules 
of her organization, will have to retire from the position of general after 
four years. That the Salvation Army leaders elected a woman to be their 
general and representative is evidence that this body is not faithful to 
Biblical teachings. Its plea that in this case it merely follows the preach- 
ing of St. Paul, who has told us that in Christ “there is neither male nor 
female,” is one of the many instances in which the Scriptures are mis- 
interpreted and misapplied. Miss Evangeline Booth is a daughter of the 
founder of the Salvation Army, General William Booth. A. 
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II. Ausland. 


Wie lange werden dice gewiffenhaften Chrijten Deutfdlands in der 
Reidhsfirde verbleiben?  ,Die lebte Befenntnisfynode, die bom 18. bis 
gum 20. Oftober 1934 in Berlin-Dahlem tagte, mirft ftarfe Wellen. Sie 
hat den Bruch mit dem deutfchehrijtliden Kirdhenregiment offen vollgogen, 
und bon allen Geiten im Reich fommen BZuftimmungen. Wm bedeutfamften 
ijt Die offene Zuftimmung de3 bayrifdhen lutherifden Kirdenrats. Schon 
beginnt der Fiihrer der VBefennini3jynode, Prafes D. Rod, mit felbjtandiger 
Ginfiihrung bon Pfarrern; die erfte gefdah am 12. Oftober mit der Cin- 
fiibrung deS Pfarrers in dem Dorfden Scale.“ Das deutjchehriftlide Non 
fijtorium in Miinjter tweigerte fich, diejen bon der Gemeinde rechtmapig 
gewablten Pfarrer gu bejtatigen, teil er eS ablehnte, dDem Kirchenreginent 
unbedingten Gehorjam gu geloben. (YW. ©. V. K., 2. November 1934.) — 
»pSotfhaft der Vefenntnisfynode der Deutfden Chanz 
gelifdmen Rirde. Mit Poligeigqetwalt hat die Reichsfirchenregierung 
nach der furhejjifchen auch die twiirttembergifde und die bavrifdhe Kirchen- 
{eitung befeitigt. Damit hat die fdon Langit in der evangelifden Kirche 
bejtehende und feit Dem CGommer 1933 offenbar geivordene erriittung 
einen Odhepuntt erreicht, angefichts deffen wir uns gu folgender Erflarung 
gegivungen fehen: I... . 2. Die unter der Parole ,ein Staat, ein Bolf, 
eine Kirche’ vom ReichSbijchof erjtrebte Nationalfirche bedeutet, dap daz 
Gvangelium fiir die Deutfehe Cvoangelijfde Kirche auker Kraft gejebt und 
die Botfchaft der Kirche an die Mtachte diefer Welt ausgeliefert wird. 
8. Die angemapte Wlleinherrjchaft deS ReichSbifdofs und feines Mecht3- 
wwalter3 Hat ein in der ebvangelifden Kirche unmoglicdes Papfttum auf- 
gerichtet... . II. 1. We unfere bon Schrift und Vefenntnis her erhobenen 
Protejte, Warnungen und Mahnungen find umfonft geblieben. Bm Gegenz 
teil, Die ReichSkirchenregierung hat unter BVerufung auf die Fiihrer und 
unter Herangiehung und Mittwirkung politijcher Gewalten riickfichtslos ihr 
firhengerjtirendes Werk fortgejebt.... 3. Dammit tritt das Firchlicde Motz 
recht ein, gu Ddeffen Verfiindung mir heute gegiwungen find. III. 1. Wir 
ftellen feft: Die Verfaffung der D. EC. K. ift gerfchlagen. Bbhre rechtmapigen 
Organe beftehen nicht mehr. Die Manner, die fich der Kirchenleitung im 
Reich und in den Landern bemachtigten, haben jich durch ihr Handeln von 
der chriftlichen Kirche gefdieden. ... 3. Wir fordern die chriftlicken Ge- 
meinden, ihre Pfarrer und sMltejten auf, von der bisherigen Reichsfirdhen- 
regierung und ifren BVehdrden feine Weifungen entgegengunehmen und fich 
von der Zufammenarbeit mit denen guriicgugiehen, die diefem Rirden- 
regiment iweiterhin gehorfam fein wollen. ‘Wir fordern fie auf, fich an die 
Anordnungen der Befenninisfynode der D. EC. KR. und der von ihr anerfannz 
ten Organe gu halten....“ Diefe Entidhliepung wurde noch am 20. Oftober 
dem ihrer” iibergeben. (YW. ©. V. K., 26. Oftober.) Damit ijt ,der BSrudh 
mit Dem Ddeutfhehrijtliden KRirdenregiment offen vollgogen”, aber 
nicht der Bruch mit der Reichstirde. Die Proteftierenden denfen nicht 
DdDaran, eine Freifircdhe gu grimden — aus der ReichSfirche ausgutreten. 
Sie begeichnen fich emphatijch als ,die Bekenntnisjynode der Deutfchen 
Cvangelijehen Kirche”, appellieren an den ,Fithrer” und, wie Punk IV 
lautet, ,iibergeben diefe unfere Grflarung der ReicdhSregierung, bitten fie, 
bon der in der D. ©. K. bollgogenen Entidheidung Kenntni3 gu nehmen, und 
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fordern bon ifr die Anerfennung, dak in Sacjen der Kirdje, ihrer Lehre 
und Ordnung die Kirche unbefdhadet de$ ftaatliden AWuffichtsrechts gu urtei- 
fen und gu entjdeiden berufen ijt”. Unbefdadet de3 jtaatliden Wuffidts- 
rechts! Diefe Manner wollen, obiwohl fie Heftig gegen die Wntvendung 
von Poligeigetwalt, gegen die Herangiehung und Mitwirkung politijder Ge- 
walten in Kirdhenfacen proteftieren, von einer reinen und volligen Tren- 
nung von Kirde und Staat nichts wifjen. Wie viele Vifdhofe miiffen nod 
abgejept und in Hausarreft gefebt werden, bis Dem Staat das Aufjichts- 
recht gefiindigt wird? Und wenn auch Bijchife einftiveilen mieder ein- 
gejebt werden, twas fchiibt jie vor balbdiger Wiederabjebung? Hier hHilft 
nichts als die Freifirde. 

The Christian Century vom 31. Oftober fagt gu den oben mitgeteilten 
Vefehliijjen der Vefenninisjynode: “The effort of the protesting synod to 
free itself from the trammels of state control will not have the success 
which its spiritual energy and Christian heroism deserve unless it has 
the courage to take one more step, which, so far as the reports indicate, 
it has not yet contemplated. The way to be free from the burden and 
bondage of control by the state is to surrender the real or fancied ad- 
vantages of support by the state. ... No Church can be effectively and 
satisfactorily free which is the recipient of special favors and privileges 
from the secular order.... The government has, to be sure, gone beyond 
the reasonable limits to which the state may go in the control of the 
Church, and the protesters have done well to stand against this invasion 
of their rights as Christians. But there is no complete and permanent 
escape from the dilemma short of a radical, root-and-branch separation 
of the Church from the State at whatever cost in buildings and income 
and status.” Qarum fonnen die getwiffenhaften Chriften fic) nit ent- 
fchliefen, aus der Reicdhsfirde ausgugehen? Bit e3 die Geldfrage? Bei 
mandden, vielleicht bei vielen, fallt diefe Gace fchiver ins Gewicht. The 
Christian Century pom 14. November fjagt dariiber: “Already Mueller has 
been subjected to the indignity of . . . being forced to reinstate in office 
the intractable bishops of Bavaria and Wuerttemberg, who had, even when 
arrested, refused to acknowledge his authority. ... Impressive as is the 
victory which the evangelical pastors have won, however, it remains to be 
seen whether they will know how to use it. At the moment there are 
indications that the pastors are almost as much dismayed at the prospect 
that Hitler’s announcement of a hands-off policy on religious matters may 
logically involve an end to tax-supported churches as they are elated over 
the defeat of Mueller.” Da mag bei mandjen, bei vielen vielleicht, gu- 
treffen. Diefe Ertwagung fann ja vor dem Forum de3 Gewwiffens nicht 
beftehen. Wher auch die Erfahrung verivirft fie alS eine nichtige. Die 
Kirde, auch die Rirde in Deutfehland, fann fehr gut ohne die finangielle 
lUnterjtiibung de3 Staates fertig werden, und die Verlegenheiten und ndtigen 
Cinjcdhranfungen der iibergangSperiode werden fich ertragen Iaffen. “The 
Baptist and Methodist churches in Germany are free churches. They owe 
nothing to the state because they get nothing from it. They are on their 
own. They stand or fall by the appeal which they make to the people 
and by the degree of support which their members voluntarily give to 
them. ... In times like these and under such a government such liberties 
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are worth all they cost.” (The Christian Century.) Die {utherifden Frei- 
firden in Deutfehland fonnen ihre Arbeit auch gang gut obne ftaatlice 
Veihilfe verridten. RKonnen die Chrijten in der ReichSkirche shnliches 
leijten? Der europaifdhe Verichterjtatter de3 ,Kirchenblatts” fdreibt: ,,Babhl- 
reiche ,befennende’ Gemeinden, die gu ihren gemagregelten Pfarrern ftehen, 
Gemeinden, die bielfach jogar aus den Kirchengebauden exrmittiert turden 
und Die Dagu noch die wirt}dhaftlide GCrijteng ihrer Geijtliden und Kirden- 
beamten tragen muften, haben fich meiften3 fahig gegeigt, die gropen Laften 
gu tragen. Die Opferwilligfeit und Hingabe der Unhanger der Befenntnis- 
fire Hat bisher [24. Movember] alle Crivartungen iibertroffen.“ 

G3 handelt fich hier aber bet manden nicht um die Geldfrage, twenigz 
ften3 nicht ausjdlieblic&h) oder hauptfacdhlic. WAndere Eriwagungen geben den 
Wusfdhlag. Die althergebradten Verhalinifje und die darauf beruhenden, 
tiefeingetwurgelten Wnfdauungen machen e3 mandem fo fcjwer, fic) gu 
trennen. Man fann fich nicht von dem Gedanfen losmachen, dak die Verz 
bindung bon Rirde und Staat das von Gott Getvollte, das Normale ift. 
Go ift jedDenfallS das Wort vom ,firdliden Not recht" in der Crflarung 
der Vefenninisjynode gu verftehen. Wnbdere wieder meinen, dak ifr Beug- 
nis fiir die Wahrheit fraftiger mirfen fonne, tenn fie die alten Verbin- 
Dungen nicht gerreigen; jie meinen, um de3 Gelwiffens willen in der Reichs- 
fire bleiben gu miiffen. Unfere Frage: Wie lange twerden die gewwiffen- 
haften Chriften Deutfehlands in der ReichStirde verbleiben? hat daher den 
Ginn: Wie lange wird das durch Gottes Wort gebildete und gefdharfte 
Gewifjen den Chrijten erfauben, in der unierten ReidhSfirde gu ber 
bleiben? Man tritt ja nidt von heute auf morgen aus einer verderbten 
Kirche aus; man darf aber auch nicht einhundert Jahre fang gufehen, wie 
das Beugnis gegen die Viige ungebhsrt verhallt. 

Treten aber die Deutfchen Chriften, reformierte und lutherifde Chri- 
jten, um de3 Getvijfens millen aus der unierten Reidhsfirche aus, jo diirfen 
fie jich nun auch nidjt in einer unierten Vefenntni3fynode verbritdern. Die 
Reformierten, denen e3 um ihr BVefenninis ein Ernjt ift, fonnen e3 nidjt 
tun. Wiel meniger fonnen e3 die ernjten Quiheraner tun, die fich destwegen 
gu ifrem Iutherifden Befennini3 befennen, tweil fic) gdttlich getwif, find, 
Day Das reformierte Vefenntnis fdhriftwidrig ift. Viele Lutheraner mweigern 
fih darum, fic mit der Vekenninisjynode gu identifizgieren. Was follen 
Ddicfe gufammen mit denen, die um de3 Geiwiffens willen fchlieflich aus der 
VefenniniZfynode austreten, tun? C3 bleibt nichts iibrig als die Bildung 
einer feft auf Gottes Wort und dem Lutherifden Vefenninis ftehenden Frei- 
fire. Gie mdgen ihre eigene Freifirde bilden. Die treuen Lutheraner 
werden fich Dann fdjon gufammenfinden. — 

Die ,W. E VW RK.“ vom 9. November beridtet, dak der Fiihrer und 
ReichSfangler die drei Landesbijchofe D. Meifer (Bayern), D. Marahrens 
(Sannover) und D. Wurm (Wiirttemberg) am 30. Oftober in giweiftiindiger 
Wudieng empfing (,Der ReihSbifdof war nicht dabei, MechtSwalter Dr. Jager 
aud nicht"), daR die beiden abgefebien Landesbifdofe, Meijer und Wurm, 
wieder in ihr Amt eingefebt wurden und dap ,die ReichSregierung die 
RehtSungiiltiqfeit der Nationalfynode vom Auguft mit ihren Gefeben, auf 
denen der Cinbruch in Wiirttemberg beruht, anerfannt hat“ (Rundfchreiben 
der bom Landesbijhof Wurm Beauftragten), und verdffentlidt jieben Buz 
fdhriften an den Reichsbifchof, jeinen NRiidtritt betreffend. Die Landes- 
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bifchofe Meijer, Wurm, Marahrens und Banker (Vreslau) halten ihm vor: 
»kun miiffen Sie e3 erleben, daB die hichften Organe de3 Staates die von 
Nhnen vollgogene Gefebgebung als recdhtSuntwirfjam erflaren” und erflaren: 
Wir fehen uns gendtigt, Sie auf das dringendfte gu bitten, dem Staat 
und der Kirde twenigitenS den Dienft gu tun, daB Sie die Mtdglichfeit fiir 
einen Meuanfang und eine BVefriedung der Kirche durch Ahren NRiictritt 
fcaffen.” Der Bruderrat (Vefenntnisfynode; Prajes D. Koch) _,,fordert, 
Dak der gegentwartige Bnhaber de3 ReichSbifdhhofsamt3 unverziiglich feinen 
Pak raumt”. Der Lutherifche Rat (Meijer, Vorfikender) erflart: ,,Der 
Lutherifde Rat, gu dem Bwec gebildet, dem Iutherifcden Vefenntnis inner- 
halb der D. C.K. die ihm gebiihrende Geltung gu verfdaffen, fieht durch die 
bon Yhnen geduldete Befenntnisgefahrdung eine todliche Gefahr fiir den 
Vejftand der D.E.K.“ Das Sehreiben der Univerfitaten an den Reichs- 
bijchof ijt bon 118 theologifden Hochjdullehrern untergeichnet (von Withaus, 
Glert, Gafje, Dibelius, Gogarten, Brunner, Heim, Kittel, Wehrung ujiw.). 
Die Leipziger Univerjitatstheologen gingen gejondert vor. Gie veriffent- 
lichten am Schwargen Brett folgenden Anfdhlag: ,,Wir Unterzgeichneten haben 
folgendes Telegramm an den Herrn ReichsSbifdhof gerichtet: ,Wir theologi- 
fen Hochfchullehrer bitten injtandig, dag Gie der gerriitteten und nad 
@rieden verlangenden Kirche den Dienjt tun, fofort guriicgutreten. Wud 
wir fampfen um eine wahrhaft innerlich geeinte, im Bolf ftehende Evan- 
gelifche Reichstirde.<”“ — Man jieht, dak viele deutfde Kirchenmanner trog 
allem und allem den status quo beibehalten twollen. (1.) Gie denfen nicht 
Daran, den Staat von der Kirche gu trennen, fondern freuen fic, da die 
» Reich 3 regierung”, ,,Ddie hichjten Organe de3 Staates, die fird=- 
lide ,Gefebgebung” einer Revifion untergogen haben. (2.) Die in der 
D. E. K. beftehende Union joll fortbejtehen. Gie fehen nod) immer nicht, 
dak eine ,tvahrhaft innerlid geeinte” Gvangelijdhe ReichSsfirde, 
die Lutheraner und Reformierte, Pofitive und Liberale umfaft, eine Un- 
moglicfeit ijt. Und wir fonnen un3 abfolut nidt in den Gedanfengang 
de Lutherijden Rats hineinfinden: er twill dem lutherifden Befenntnis 
innerhalb der Cvangelijchen Reichsfirdhe Geltung verjchaffen, damit die 
Evangelijde Kirche Veftand habe! Wir ftellen uns die Sache fo vor: twenn 
Die Lutheraner ifr Befenntni zur Geltung bringen, fo fliegt die Meichs- 
firche in taujend Stiide auSeinander. &. 
Convention of the Episcopalians.— When the Episcopalians last 
October met in Atlantic City for their triennial convention, the opening 
service was more of a pageant than of an occasion for worship. ‘More 
than twenty-five thousand massed in the great Atlantic City Auditorium 
to watch the procession of bishops and clergy, followed by lay delegates, 
march to their places, confronting an altar under an enormous canopy, — 
the press was informed that it was a Byzantine baldachino, — much like 
that which provided the focus for the Eucharistic Congress of the Roman 
Catholics held in Chicago a few years ago,” so writes the correspondent 
of the Christian Century. One main thought in the opening sermon of 
Bishop Perry strikes one as very sensible, namely, the admonition ad- 
dressed to his Church to let the composing of their own differences be 
their chief contribution to church unity. The convention consists of two 
houses, that of Bishops and that of Deputies. The convention was con- 
fronted by financial troubles, and it reduced the budget of the National 
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Council by almost four hundred thousand dollars. Of the resolutions 
adopted, one that deserves special mention is that which permits deacon- 
esses to marry and which was carried in spite of the opposition of the 
High-churchmen. What disgusts the Bible Christian, however, is the 
provision that deaconesses, if their bishop approves, may now preach, too. 
As to the question whether bishops might be called from one diocese to 
another, it was voted that bishops should remain in the see to which 
they first were elected. When a young clergyman had the daring to state 
that the Russian Church in its collapse merely reaped what it had sown, 
two bishops on the following day voiced apologies on behalf of the Church 
for the criticism of the Russian Orthodox Church. Two events that were 
given much publicity were the refusal of the convention to drop the name 
“Protestant” from the denomination’s official title and the refusal of the 
House of Bishops to recognize the election of the Rev. John Torok, who 
had been ordained in an Orthodox Church as suffragan bishop of the 
Anglo-Catholic diocese of Eau Claire, Wis. The attempt to make the 
presiding bishop an archbishop and to elect him for life was not suc- 
cessful. What is surprising in a conservative body like that of the Epis- 
copalians is that birth control was approved. A resolution was adopted 
which reads: “We endorse the efforts now being made to secure for 
licensed physicians, hospitals, and medical clinics freedom to convey such 
information as is in accord with the highest principles of eugenics and 
a more wholesome family life, wherein parenthood may be undertaken 
with due respect for the health of mothers and the welfare of their 
children.” 

The great sensation of the convention came near the close. A Com- 
mittee of Ten on National and International Questions presented a report 
which is described as ultraconservative. When it was presented to the 
convention, it created so much angry opposition that most of it was 
rejected and through the insertion of amendments an altogether new 
document produced. Endeavoring to keep the pendulum at the extreme 
right, these gentlemen, we are told, had to see it swing to the opposite 
extreme. The resolutions that finally were adopted declare opposition 
to all war; they furthermore request our Government to grant con- 
scientious objectors of any Christian denomination the same status which 
the Quakers have enjoyed in the past; they sound a trumpet-blast against 
the munitions traffic and place the Church on record as favoring social 
insurance, the right of collective bargaining, and the partnership relation 
between employer and employees. Thus in the end the advocates of the 
“social gospel” won another triumph. A. 


Victories of the Bible. — The November issue of the Foreign Mis- 
sionary (United Lutheran Church) has a timely interest because of its 
series of articles telling of the Bible in the Telugu, Japanese, Chinese, 
and Spanish languages, in which the Board is doing its work. One reads 
with new interest in the Liberian Missions that the English Bible is used 
there. The Gospel of St. Mark, translated into Kpelle and published by 
the American Bible Society, is not in common use, we are told, although 
translations of the Common Service both in Kpelle and Buzi, of Luther’s 
Small Catechism, and of hymns are in use.— News Bulletin of N.L.C. 
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Rome and the Scandinavian Countries.—The Lutheran Com- 
panion places before its readers some statements taken from the Universe, 
a Roman Catholic journal published in London, England, which are of 
more than ordinary interest. Speaking of the influence of the Reforma- 
tion in the Scandinavian countries, this Roman Catholic journal expresses 
itself as follows: “In an important lecture to the Pius XI Institute in 
Paris, Pere Bechaux, O. P., who is head of the Dominicans in Norway and 
Sweden, gave an interesting survey of the Catholic position in Scandinavia. 
There is probably no part of Europe in which the Reformation was so 
overwhelming and has prevented any wide-spread Catholic revival for so 
long. Even in Norway, where the Reformation was enforced less ruth- 
lessly than in Sweden, conversions to Catholicism were not recognized by 
law until 1873. At present there are only four thousand Catholics in 
a population of six millions in Sweden. There are only ten parishes, with 
twenty-one priests, of whom only two are Swedes. In Norway religious 
freedom was conceded in 1843, but even there the Church has only three 
thousand Catholics, with five Norwegians among its forty-two priests. 
In Finland a Vicariate Apostolic was established in 1920, after the Revo- 
lution; but there are not yet 1,800 Catholics, with only four parishes 
and eight priests, of whom two are Finns. Denmark has very much the 
largest Catholic population, with twenty-five thousand Catholics (among 
3,500,000) and forty missions, with ninety priests, of whom twenty are 
Danes. But there is an awakening in all these countries that may make 
the history of the near future very different.” That these countries, just 
as well as ours, need an awakening may be true enough. But we de- 


voutly hope that, when it comes, it will not mean a return to Rome. A. 


Some Statistics on Iceland. — Dr. G. L. Kieffer has compiled some 
interesting facts on famous Iceland, known as a Lutheran country. Its 
population at the end of 1932 was 111,555. Its capital, Reykjavik, in 1932 
had 30,566 inhabitants. As to education Dr. Kieffer writes: “The elemen- 
tary instruction is compulsory for a period of five years, the school age 
being from ten to fourteen years. Before the age of ten children are 
usually privately educated, at any rate, in the country. In 1928/29 there 
were 238 elementary schools, with 400 teachers and 8,709 pupils. There 
are also several continuation schools for young people. The population 
is almost entirely Icelandic. Illiteracy is negligible.” This is the status 
of religion: “The National Church, and the only one endowed by the 
state, is the Evangelical Lutheran. There is complete religious liberty, 
and no civil disability is attached to those not of the national religion. 
The affairs of the National Church are under the superintendence of one 
bishop. In the census of 1930, 1,503, or 1.4 per cent., were returned as 
Dissenters. The Adventists in 1920 had 167, the other Protestant churches 
125, the Catholics 67 members, and 204 did not give any church con- 
nection. The total of Evangelical Lutherans in 1920 was 94,227; in 1930, 
107,358.” It seems law and order are observed on that island. “In 1928 
there were 34 men and 3 women convicted of crime; in 1929, 30 men and 
one woman; in 1930, 37 men and one woman.” Reading these figures, 
one must endorse the statement of Dr. Kieffer: “Crime in Iceland is almost 
negligible as compared with the population.” A. 





a a EE ae 


Book Review. — iteratur. 








Book Review. — Literatur. 





Jesus the Unknown. By Dmitri Merejkowski. Translated from the 
Russian by H. Chrouschoff Matheson. Charles Scribner’s Sons, New 
York. 1934. 445 pages, 5448. Price, $2.75. 


In several respects this book about Jesus is different from the type to 
which we are accustomed, its individualistic character being due largely to 
the author’s nationality. A native of Russia and an alumnus of the Uni- 
versity of St. Petersburg, he is said to belong to the group of great Rus- 
sian writers who grew up in the last decades of the nineteenth century. 
For a number of years he has been living in Paris, an exile from his 
country and a recluse in his relations to society. That he is possessed of 
remarkable literary talent seems to be evidenced by several highly praised 
books he has written, The Romance of Leonardo da Vinci and Julian the 
Apostate, and by the prominent mention his name received last year when 
possible candidates for the Nobel prize for literature were selected by the 
critics. The characteristics which we expect to find in a book by a Rus- 
sian author are all represented here —fervid rhetoric, bold metaphors, 
impassioned force, an exuberant imagination, fantastic speculations, flashes 
of deep, extraordinary insight, occasional obscurities, and lack of close 
reasoning. In the next place, the book is peculiar because the writer draws 
much on the apocryphal writings and other extra-Biblical material (the 
so-called agrapha, real or supposed sayings of Jesus not recorded in the 
Scriptures) to give us vivid pictures of the Savior’s life. This of course 
is not permissible in a true life of Christ. There are, so he holds, nine 
mirrors in which our Lord is affording us glimpses of Himself, each one 
of the four gospels, the document Q (also called Logia), two special 
sources used by Matthew and Luke, respectively, a foundation document 
embodied in the fourth gospel, and the agrapha. Because this material 
allegedly has never been properly used and studied, the writer speaks 
of the “unknown Jesus.” He admits, however, that all these sources, 
extensive though they may seem to be, will not suffice for the writing 
of the life of Christ if there is “absence of internal religious experience” 
(p. 132). The author is not endeavoring to tell the story of the earthly 
life of our Savior in a consecutive narrative, but rather to stress cer- 
tain facts and viewpoints. On that account his work does not displace, 
but supplements, the works of Farrar, Edersheim, Stalker, and similar 
ones. What the believing reader is grateful for is that the author, in 
spite of concessions to the negative higher criticism of our day, remains 
loyal to the grand teaching of the deity of Christ and the Virgin Birth. 
The present volume consists of two parts. The first one has the heading 
“The Unknown Gospel,” there being five chapters: “1. Did Jesus Live? 
2. The Unknown Gospel. 3. Mark, Matthew, Luke. 4. John. 5. Beyond 
the Gospel.” The second one is superscribed: “The Life of Jesus the Un- 
known,” having the following chapters: 1. “How He was Born. 2. The 
Hidden Life. 3. Nazareth Day by Day. 4. Mine Hour is Come. 5. John 
the Baptist. 6. Fish— Dove. 7. Jesus and the Devil. 8. The Temptation. 
9. His Face (in history). 10. His Face (in the Gospel).” In the back of 
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the book are notes on the text, comprising 34 pages. At the end of the 
volume we are informed that a second book will follow, dwelling on the 
earthly life and the death and the resurrection of our Lord. 

W. ARNDT. 


Popular Symbolics. The Doctrines of the Churches of Christendom and 
of Other Religious Bodies Examined in the Light of Scripture. By 
Th. Engelder; W. Arndt; Th. Graebner; F. E. Mayer. XI and 526 
pages, 634X914. Price, $3.50, postpaid. 

The charge might be preferred against the reviewers of our MONTHLY 
that they are too fulsome in their recommendation of books published by 
Concordia Publishing House. But certainly not too much can be said in 
praise of this new volume, which has just come off the press of our synod- 
ical publishing concern. It is a necessary book, since nothing quite like 
it can be purchased on the religious book market to-day, and the in- 
formation which it gives is greatly needed by pastors, teachers, and laymen. 
It is a timely book in view of the fact that Christian testimony against 
error, owing to the unionistic tendencies of our present-day generation, has 
become almost all but silent. It is a scholarly book, into the making of 
which has been put much painstaking study and research and which there- 
fore is accurate and dependable. It is a modern book; for it presents the 
old Lutheran truths in an up-to-date manner and takes cognizance of, and 
refutes, even the latest excrudescences of corrupt reason. It is a thoroughly 
Inutheran book, Lutheran in spirit and principle and Lutheran, too, in its 
Bibliocentric attitude, which acknowledges without qualification that Scrip- 
ture is “the unica regula et norma according to which all dogmas together 
with [all] teachers should be estimated and judged, the only iudew et 
Lydius lapis in accepting as true or condemning as false whatever doctrines 
are being considered.” It is a satisfactory book; it does not leave the 
reader dissatisfied, since, on the one hand, it really offers what the title 
proclaims and, on the ofher, calls a spade a spade, yet so civilly and 
urbanely that no invective epithet is added for emphasis’ sake. It is a fair- 
and-square book; for it says all that must be said, but neither more nor 
less. If it should seem as though our praise of Popular Symbolics were 
too fulsome, let the reader buy the volume and judge for himself whether 
it is not worth the recommendation that we have given it. 

The book has for its authors men who are well known in circles beyond 
those of our own Church. All of them have worked in the field of sym- 
bolics and have mastered the subject docendo. The dogmatic side of the 
work was provided by the senior dogmatician oi: Concordia Seminary and 
the pagan isms of our decadent, irreligious age by a teacher who for 
years has taught logic and philosophy with all its latter-day charlatanries. 
The proof-texts were checked up by another colleague, whose intensive 
labors in the Greek Testament have gained him a reputation. Finally, 
in order that the book might remain truly popular, a docent of Synod’s 
practical seminary was added to the trio of Concordia Seminary instructors. 

And what has been the result of their joint labors, carried on for 
over two years? First, the reader will find in Popular Symbolics a mono- 
graph on the Lutheran Church and its dogmas, covering 136 pages, which 
is very timely, a Christian dogmatics in nuce, based upon, and supported 
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by, a well selected stock of Scripture-passages and frequent quotations from, 
and references to, our Lutheran Confessions. Then follows a monograph 
of 71 pages on the Catholic churches, the Eastern, Roman and Old Catholic, 
which offers a rich supply of historical data and a thoroughgoing refuta- 
tion of their false doctrines. The Reformed and kindred bodies come next, 
with 168 pages of historical and doctrinal material, the Federal Council 
of the Churches of Christ in America, Buchmanism, and other religious 
drifts are not omitted. The anti-Trinitarian bodies (Quakerism, Sweden- 
borgians, Universalists, Jerusalem Friends, Russellites, Shakers, etc.) 
burden 48 pages of the book. Antichristian tendencies (Secularism, Posi- 
tivism, Transcendentalism, Socialism, Agnosticism, Pantheism, Humanism, 
ete.) are considered on eight pages. Other non-Christian bodies, pages 
436—462, such as Judaism, Church of God and Saints of Christ, Mor- 
monism, Spiritism, Christian Science, etc., receive adequate treatment. 
The last part of the book (part VII), twelve pages, treats of such erratic 
outgrowths as theosophical societies, Occultism and Mysticism in other 
forms, the Brotherhood of Light, Karma and Reincarnation Legion, Maz- 
daznan Philosophy, and the Unity School of Christianity. Lastly there is 
an appendix of two pages, in which denominations are grouped according to 
common beliefs or practises, such as immersion, infant baptism, divine heal- 
ing, foot-washing, tithing, warfare, etc., a most convenient grouping for the 
busy student of symbolics. Next comes a thirteen-page bibliography, very 
valuable and practical, a page of abbreviations, and finally a topical index 
of 29 pages. The book thus contains 526 pages of highly instructive read- 
ing-matter, a veritable seminar course in comparative symbolics, with rich 
source material for sermons, lectures, addresses, essays, etc. 

The book, as said before, is learned throughout, yet it is at the same 
time an “every man’s book,” it being designed for the laity no less than 
for the clergy. Lack of space forbids quotations; but if any one is look- 
ing for reliable and exhaustive information in the field of comparative 
symbolics, he will find in Popular Symbolics not merely a Guenther re- 
divivus, but a thoroughly new, thoroughly scholarly, and thoroughly prac- 
tical work, thoroughly attuned and oriented to the needs of our times. 

Concordia Publishing House is to be congratulated on the publication 
of this new volume. With other books published in recent years it forms 
the nucleus of an English theological library for which there is so great 
a demand both in our own circles and those of other Lutheran churches. 
May our blessed Savior, to whom also this volume is dedicated, bless its 
course as it goes out into the world to admonish, instruct, and warn 
those whose privilege it is to testify of the truth which is in Christ Jesus 
in the midst of a reprobate and adulterous generation! 

J. T. MUELLER. 


Martin Luther. Der Deutfdhe. Von Hans Preugf. C. Bertelsmann, Giiters- 
loh. 1934. 139 Seiten 644X9%, in Leinwand mit Ritden- und Decel- 
titel gebunden. Preis: Rm. 4.50; gebunden: Rm. 6. 


Dies ift nun der dritte Band de8 fdhin und grok angelegten Werkes de§ Ver- 
faffers itber Luther. Den erften Band, ,Martin Luther der Riinftler”, haben wir 
in diefer Zeitidrift, Bd. 3, S. 474, bejproden; den gweiten Vand, ,Martin Luther 
der Prophet”, Bd. 5, S. 571. Auch diejfen Band haben wir mit viel Bntereffe ge- 
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fefen und empfehlen ihn angelegentlic, wenn auc) der Verfaffer mancmal etwas 
gu weit geht in feiner Hochfdhikung der deutfden Art und der Empfinglichfeit 
der Deutfden fiir das Evangelium im Vergleich mit der Urt anderer VBilfer. Auch 
Die deutfche Urt ift von Natur geiftlic) tot und unterliegt dem Flu der Siinde, 
und das viel (aber nicht von Preuh) zitierte Wort , Am deutfden Wefen muf die 
Welt genejen” ijt ein falfdeS Wort. Das wird auch der Verfaffer nicht beftreiten, 
da er fonft fo trefflid) eS verfteht, die deutjde Wrt gu erfennen, darjzuftellen und 
Herauszuftreicen. Wir finnen am beften eine Vorftellung von dem reicden und 
intereffanten Jnbhalt deS Buches geben durd) Mitteilung der Kapiteliiberferiften: 
nDeutihe Urt“, ,Luther$ deutfche Wbftammung”, ,Luthers deutfdhe Art“, ,Luther 
und die deutfde Sprache”, ,Luther iiber Deutjdland und die Deutfchen”, ,Luthers 
Liebe zum deutfdhen Vaterland’, ,Luther$ deutjder Zorn gegen Rom”, , Luther 
iiber andere Bilfer’, ,Der deutjcde Prophet”, ,Luthers Drohweisjagungen gegen 
Deutfdhland’, ,-Der nordijdhe Fiihrer’, ,Luther der Deutfche im Urteil der Zeiten”, 
nDev deutjdhe Luther in der Wujffaffung der Gegenwart’, ,UAuperdeutfcdhe Beurtei- 
lung de$ Deutjden Luther’. Wir michten viele Cingelheiten herausgreifen und 
Dadurd zum Lefen diefeS feinfinnigen Buches ermuntern, miiffen un8 jedoch) not- 
gedrungen auf ein paar befdranten. So teilt der Verfaffer, der ja alS Luther: 
fenner befannt ijt und fiir DiefeS dreibindige Werk fimtlice Lutherfdriften in 
Der groken Weimarer Ausgabe durdgegangen ift, die fchinen Schlupworte des 
GebetS mit, das Luther am Abend vor feinem Tode, nach feiner Gewohnheit, am 
offenen Fenfter ftehend, gefproden hat: ,Du wolleft dock) die RKirhe meine s 
fieben Vaterlandes bis zum Ende ohne Abfall in reiner Wahrheit und 
Veftindigkeit, redter Befenntnis deineS Wortes gnadiglic erhalten, auf dak die 
ganze Welt iiberzeugt werde, dak du mid) dDaraus gefandt Haft. Wdh, Lieber HErr 
Gott, Amen! Amen!” (S. 95.) An anderer Stelle verbreitet Preuf fich itber den 
Namen Luther, der fo verfchieden, auch von Luther felbft, gefdrieben tourde (Luder, 
Litder, Lutter, Ludher, Lauther) und den Luther felbft erflarte, al8 er al8 Pate 
bei Dr. med. Rageberger$ Tidterlein dem Kind einen Namen geben follte, der 
ihm woblgefiele: ,,3ch will ihr einen Namen geben von meinem Namen. Sie fol 
Klara heifen’, da er denn angedeutet, dab fein Name Luther fo viel fei al8 Lauter 
and flat; denn twas Lauter ift, ift auc) far.” (S.21.) Preuf hebt hervor den 
deutfdhen Ton in Luther$ Liedern und bemerft 3.B.: ,,A solis ortus cardine“ 
[da Lied ,Chriftum wir follen loben fdon“] ,piibertragt er in die Worte: ,So- 
tveit die Liebe Sonne leudht’t’; das ift deutfch-nordifdes Empfinden. Dem 
Siidlinder ift die Sonne feindlide Majeftit.” (S.56.) Er betont Vuthers ric: 
tigeS deutfdeS Empfinden gegeniiber der rimifden Kirche in bezug auf die Krea- 
turen und jittert das Wort de$ Reformators: ,Wir fchauen jekt in die Kreaturen 
tiefer Hinein al8 frither unter dem Papfttum”, namlid als in eine wirfliche Offen- 
barung Gottes; und darum befennt er im Kleinen Katechismus programmatijd 
und laft eS die Kinder lernen: 3h glaube, dak mid) Gott gefchajfen hat famt 
allen Rreaturen” (S.41.) Bu den RKreaturen gehiren vor allem auch 
Die Tiere, und fo fommt e8, dah ,durd) die Tijdreden [Luther3] deS Hftern fein 
Haushund, genannt ,Tolpel*, fpringt. Luther nimmt ihn mancdmal 3um Anlah 
von Betractungen, aus denen liebevolle Beobadtung fpridt’. (S. 43.) Preuf 
etinnert an das befannte Jagderlebnis aus der Wartburgzeit, da Luther , cin 
Hastein, das fic) 3u ihm fliichtete, in feinem weiten Mantelarmel verbarg, bis e3 
Doch Die Hunde erfeynupperten und totbiffen”. (S.44.) Sehr richtig und gut er: 
Tautert der Verfaffer Luther$ Stellung 3u den Yuden und deriweift dabei auf die 
ausgezeidnete Darftellung von Wilhelm Walther. Weil gerade diefer Punft 
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jest vielfach erdrtert wird und auch hier in unferm Lande und in Canada anti- 
jemitifdhe Schriften verbreitet werden, in denen man fic) auf Luther beruft, fet 
wieder einmal folgendes feftgeftellt: Bei Luther finden fic) stweierlet Wusfprachen. 
Jn feiner fchinen Schrift vom Jahre 1523 ,Dah BEjus Chriftus ein geborner 
Jude fei” (St. Loutjer Wusg. XX, 1792) tadelt er die Chriften, dak fie die Suden 
purc) Lieblofigfeit, ja Graufamfecit abgefdrecdt hitten, das Evangelium anjuneh- 
men, und fagt: »3ch hoffe, wenn man mit den Yuden freundlich handelte und 
aus der Heiligen Schrift fie fiuberlic) unterweifete, e8 follten ihr viel rechte Chri- 
ften werden.” (S. 1795.) Das ift ein Wort, von dem felbft der jidijdhe Hijtorifer 
Graig fagte, eS fet ein Wort, wie e§ die Yuden feit einem Yahrtaujend nicht ge- 
hort Hatten. Wn einer andern Stelle fagt Luther: ,,Propter unum Iudaeum 
[Christum] amo omnes Iudaeos.“ Aber in fpiterer Beit, nachdem er allerlei 
jdhmerglice Enttiufdhungen mit den Yuden erlebt hatte und bei feinen eregetijder 
Studien auf die rabbinifden Kommentare zum Alten Teftament geftofen war 
und da einen iwahnfinnigen Hochmut gegenitber allen Nichtiuden und vor allem 
eine Verdrehung der flarften meffianifdhen Weisfagungen de Wlten Teftaments. 
gefunden hatte, hat er auc) harte Worte geredet, namentlid) in feinen legten 
Schriften, ,Von den Yuden und ihren Liigen” von 1542 und , Vom Shem Ham- 
phoras” von 1543 (St. Qouifer Wusg. XX, 1860. 2028). Er fieht, wie fie fein 
aries Vaterland ausfaugen, mit Wucher und allerhand andern unfauberen Geld- 
gejhaften, und da padt ihn die ehrlice deutfdhe Wut", und er fagt: ,Kein Volk 
unter der Sonnen ift geigiger getweft, denn fie find, nod) find und immerfort 
bleiben.” ,Darum two du einen rechten Yuden ficheft, magft Du mit gutem Ge- 
wiffen ein Kreuz fiir dich fchlagen und frei ficher fprecen: ,Da geht ein leibhaftiger 
Teufel’... Bor allem argert fid Luther aud) itber ihre unverfdhimte Selbft- 
einfdhaigung und Selbftempfehlung und ihre fpridjwirtlide Frechheit.” (S. 85. 86.) 
Uber mit Mecht hebt Preup auch hervor gegeniiber der gegentwartigen falfden 
deutfdlindijdhen Strimung, dak Luther Zorn gegen die Yuden fic) nicht auf das 
Ulte Teftament erftredt; das Alte Teftament ift und bleibt ihm Gottes Wort und 
nist ,jiidifche Literatur”, und p»wobhl 3ehn Jahre bis furg vor feinem Tod hat er 
iiber Das erfte Buch de8 Alten Teftaments Vorlefungen gehalten” (S. 88), die un- 
vergleidlid) grofe Wuslequng der Genefis, die er am 17. November 1545 mit dew 
Worten befchlieht: ,Das ift nun die liebe Genefis. Unfer HErrgott gebe, dap 8 
andere nach mir beffer machen! Bch fann nicht mehr; ich bin fchwad. Bittet Gott 
fiit mich, Daf er mir ein gutes, feligeS Stiindlein verleihe.” (St. Qouijer Wusg. 
II, 2091.) 

Wir miiffen abbrecen; aber wir fagen nod einmal, daf diefe drei Bande itber 
Luther 3u dem Yntereffanteften und Sdinften gehiren, was wir in legter Beit 
gelefen haben. &. Firbringer. 


Martin Luther. UWusgewaihlte Werke. Schriften, Predigten, Zeugniffe fiir die 
Gemeinde von heute, dargeboten und verdolmetfdht. Band IV. Schriften 
gur Auslegung altteftamentlider Stiide. Calwer Bereinshudhandlung, 
Stuttgart. 415 Seiten 5X74. Leinwandband. Preis: RM. 5. 


Gerne bringen wir aud) diefen Band der Calwer Lutherausgabe zur Angjeige.. 
Bwar will un8 aud) in diefem Bande fdeinen, dak Luther etwas von feiner ur- 
witdhfigen Kraft verloren hat, wenn er in der Sprache der Yektzeit reden foll; aber 
wer Luther gern in der Sprache der gegenwartigen Generation 3u Worte fommen 
laffen will, wird fich iiber die? Bud) nur von Herzen freuen. C8 enthalt die fol- 
genden Stiide von Luther$ altteftamentlider Urbeit: den Sendbrief bom Dol= 





158 Book Review. — Qiteratur. 


metiden, die Vorreden gum Alten Teftament und gum Pjalter, das fdhine Con- 
fitemini (ff. 118) bom Jahre 1529, Wuslegung von Pf. 1,5 und 22 aus den 
Yahren 1519 bis 1521. — Jn den Anmerfungen der Bearbeiter ift uns mances 
aufgefallen, was jedenfalls nicht Luthers Beifall gefunden hatte. Wuf Seite 40 
wird dem Aaron der Titel Hobherpricfter abgefprocden mit Der Bemerfung, dah es 
ein folceS Wmt erft nach der babylonifcden Gefangen{dhaft gegeben habe. Aber 
Die Amtsbezeichnung wird fdon 3 Mof. 21, 10 gebraucht, und der Hebrierbrief 
redet ganz allgemein von dem Hobheprieftertum im Wlten Teftament, fchon zur Beit 
Der Stiftshiitte. Seite 308 (val. 409) ift Die Darlegung nicht addquat; Denn David 
redet im 22. Pjalm nicht zundchft von Leiden, die er felbft erlebt hat und die der 
sromme immer wieder unter den Gottlofen erdulden muf, fondern e8 ift der 
Mejfias jelber, der durch den Mund und die Feder Davids redet. Vol. 2 Sam. 23, 
1 ff.; Pf. 45, 2. P.E. Krekmann. 


Henry Ward Beecher’s Art of Preaching. By Lionel G. Crocker. 
The University of Chicago Press. 145 pages, 846X5%. Price, $1.50. 
This new book on homiletics was first published in January of last 
year; a second imprint was made in June. What the author did he tells 
us in his brief preface, saying: “I have attempted to confine my research 
to the following limits: to formulate the rhetorical theory of Henry Ward 
Beecher as expressed by him in the Yale Lectures and elsewhere, to illus- 
trate briefly this theory with examples from his works, and to evaluate it 
in relation to past and present rhetorical theory.” In his book Nine Great 
Preachers, Dr. Currier also gives space to Henry Ward Beecher and says of 
him: “This man may be regarded as the greatest of American preachers.” 
From a theological viewpoint Beecher certainly was not the greatest of 
American preachers, not even in his own circles; from the viewpoint of 
oratorical pulpit efficiency he no doubt was one of the great preachers of 
America. Beecher had his own mechanics of preaching and used it suc- 
cessfully. Crocker’s book makes both interesting and profitable reading. 
It shows us how a man like Beecher prepared his message for the pulpit. 
But ninety-nine per cent. of the preachers must bear in mind that none of 
them is a Henry Ward Beecher and that therefore they cannot absolutely 
follow Beecher’s method in every respect. Beecher himself warned his 
students against so doing; so also does Crocker. Theological students who, 
like all students, are inclined to frown upon old methods, and young 
preachers who may be inclined to use what they think is a short cut to 
pulpit efficiency, must especially be warned against attempting to prepare 
a sermon in the way in which such men as Beecher, Schleiermacher, and 
a few others have done. These men were not only rarely gifted, but, after 
all, did actually put much preparation into their sermons by lifelong and 
very intensive study; because they were filled up with knowledge and 
possessed unusual gifts in assembling, organizing, and presenting what 
was in their mind, they could sermonize successfully in a way which, if 
tried by the average preacher, would make a failure of him. But there 
are some things which a preacher can learn from these men. Good preach- 
ing still has its place in the Church and ever will have. However, the 
message may be theologically sound, but if it is not well organized, if the 
thoughts are not clearly presented, if the application to the needs of the 
hearer is not made, and if the sermon is not well delivered, preaching 
will not serve its purpose. 
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Under the heading of Style Crocker also calls attention to the difference 
between the requirements for spoken and for written discourse. We feel 
that many preachers — writing their sermons, as indeed they should — 
have not fully grasped this difference. After all, we do not speak as we 
write, and we do not write as we speak. For instance, in the one case 
we address the hearer whom we must carry along as we go, while in the 
other case we address the reader who can leisurely ponder over what he 
is reading. Again, when we speak, we can with facial expression and 
gesture explain and emphasize what we are saying, while when we write, 
we must do this with words. There are other differences. He who would 
be a very effective pulpit speaker —and such a preacher should strive to 
be— must learn how to speak to a living audience with which he has 
been brought face to face. Reading a sermon in the pulpit or merely 
reciting what he has learned by heart is not preaching. 

We have a sound theology in our Lutheran Church and for that need 
not go to others. Yet, as far as the mechanics of preaching are con- 
cerned, the homiletical make-up and the delivery of the sermon, we can 
and should learn from such men as Beecher, McLaren, Phillips Brooks, 
and others outside of our own Church, not forgetting, however, that we 
also have had great preachers in our own Church. Applying the Word 
of God to the needs of the people without mincing words and without fear 
or favor, speaking in a way that even the common man can well under- 
stand, from whom could we better learn that, besides from our Savior 
Himself and such men as Paul, than from our own Martin Luther? 
Luther, of course, also had his faults. For instance, he often was long- 
winded. His faults, of course, we should not copy. In short, anything 
that we can learn that makes for more effective preaching we should learn. 
To this end Crocker’s book will serve those who carefully study it. 

J. H. C. Frirz. 
Lutheran Annual, 1935. Price, 15 cts. 


Amerifanifder Kalender fiir dentide Lutheraner. 1935. Preis: 15 Cts. Con- 
cordia Publishing House, St. Louis, Mo. 


THE CONCORDIA THEOLOGICAL MONTHLY has been listing these publi- 
cations in its review section under “Books Received” and letting it go at 
that. They do not deserve such cavalier treatment. The reading-matter 
they offer —only with that we are here concerned —is indeed cast in a 
light mold, as befits annuals of this nature, but it is weighty with sub- 
stantial theology. Our ministers know that; but for the information of 
those readers of the ConcorpIA THEOLOGICAL MONTHLY who never saw one 
of these annuals we pass on this notice: “When starting this part of our 
Annual, we first asked our good Lord for wisdom and good thoughts and 
then began reading church periodicals and calendars and books in which 
we hoped to find something suitable for our Annual. Out of the seventy 
to eighty periodicals on file in our office we mention only the Australian 
Lutheran, Kirchenblatt fuer Suedamerika, Kirchenbote des Argentinischen 
Districts, Missions and Charities, Lutheran Witness, and Lutheraner. Many 
an evening we read story after story, hundreds of them, laid aside perhaps 
nineteen out of twenty, and selected the twentieth.” And we pass on the 
further information that this selecting was done by a wide-awake theo- 
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logian. Furthermore: While the calendar section and the roster of pastors 
and teachers are the same in both annuals, the reading-matter is entirely 
different. That means that those of our pastors (and laymen) who are 
in the habit of investing only in the English Annual (and vice versa) 
are losing something. They are losing more than 15 cents worth. 
Tu. ENGELDER. 
BOOKS RECEIVED. 

From Fleming Revell & Co., New York, London, and Edinburgh: — 

Bible Light on Everyday Problems. By Marie Lemoine Harrison. 
247 pages, 5X714. Price, $2.35. 

A New Guide to Christian Discipleship. Its What, Why, and 
How. By John W. McLennan, M.A., B.D. Introduction by Francis Shunk 
Downs, D.D. 95 pages, 5X71%4. Price, $1.00. 


From Concordia Publishing House, St. Louis, Mo.: — 


The Blessed Birth. Cantata for Christmas. For chorus, quartet, 
and two soloists, with organ or piano accompaniment. Words selected 
and partly written by the composer. Music by F. Leslie Calver. 66 pages, 
7X10. Price, $1.00. 


Concordia Collection of Sacred Choruses and Anthems for More 
Ambitious Choral Organizations. No.43: Jesus, Savior. For mixed 
chorus. By Matthew N. Lundquist. 4 pages, 7X11. Price, 20 cts. 


Memorial Collection of Organ Preludes. Composed by @. C. Albert 
Kaeppel. 24 pages, 12X9. Price, $1.00. 


The Cross of Canyon Crest. By George Melvin Hayes. 1934. 250 
pages. Price, $1.00, postpaid. 


Luthertum. Herausgegeben von % Bergdolt, S Smhiffel, %. 
Meifer und andern. Deichertfder Verlag, ——. Neue Folge der ,Neuen 
Kirchliden Zeitidhrift”. 45. Jahbrgang; Heft 11. — R. Otto: ,Die aus dem Neuen 
Teftament erficdjtlidhen Vorbedingungen fiir die Peftellung der verantiwortlicden 
AUmtstrager der dhriftliden Gemeinde” (Sdhluk); H. D. Wendland: Reid) Gottes 
und Gefchicdtswelt’; E. Straker: ,RKann das Alte Teftament Glauben ertweden?; 
©. — nkandbemerfungen”; %. Bergdolt: Beitfchriften- und Biidher- 

evicht. 

Theologie der Gegenwart. Herausgegeben von O. Eberhard, BW. 
Cidhrodt, G& Grikmadher und andern. Deichertfdher Verlag, Leipzig. 
28. Yahrgang. — Heft 9 und 10: Die neuere Literatur iiber Dogmatif und 
Ethit’; Gerh. Heinzelmann. 40 Seiten: ,Schleiermacher-Gedadtnis; das Ringen 
um den legten Unfakpuntt; Reich) Gottes; GotteSreid) und menfchlideS Tun.“ 
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